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i INTRODUCTION

This technical appendix reviews the economic and social environment that could be affected by
implementation of the proposed alternatives, discusses socioeconomic methods, and provides
detailed results of the regional analysis. Under affected environment, a short discussion of the
geographic impact area is followed by descriptions of current conditions within each of the
directly affected regions. Under environmental consequences, methodolog-y discussions by
type of analysis (cost, recreation, sport and commercial fisheries, hydropower, M&I water
supply, agriculture, ~ocial) are followed by temporary and permanent regional .economic and

i social impact results for each alternative as compared to the No Action Alternative (NEPA
comparison). In addition to the federally mandated NEPA comparison, a state required
comparison of the Preferred Alternative to Existing Conditions is presented towards the end of

I the appendix (CEQA comparison).

This EIS/EIR presents two types of economic analyses, one measuring economic benefits and

I the other regional economic impacts. The economic benefit analyses measure regional as
opposed to national benefits. National benefit analyses (or national economic development
(NED) analyses) attempt to measure offsetting gains and losses between various regions of the

i . country, whereas regional benefit analyses focus purely on the primary impact region. As the
name implies, regional economic impact analyses (or regional economic deVelopment (RED)
analyses) are regionally as opposed to nationally oriented. As a result, given the focus regions

I are similar for.both analyses, the primary difference between the benefits and economic impact
analyses within this document pertains to distinctions between..the benefits and regional impact
measures, as opposed to any differences in geographic orientation.

I Regional economic impacts measure total economic activity within a given region often using
such indicators as output/sales, income, and employment. Conversely, benefits measure

I economic welfare based on a net value concept. For consumers, economic welfare reflects the
value of goods and services consumed above what is actually paid for them (willingness-to-pay
in excess of cost). For producers or businesses, economic welfare reflects gross revenues minus
operating costs (profit).

One way to visualize the difference between impacts and benefits is to Consider how each
reacts to increases in in-region expenditures. Regional economic impacts typically increase as
in-region expenditures increase, whereas profitability and therefore benefits tend to decrease as
costs or expenditures increase assuming revenues remain the same. While regional benefits

I and economic impacts often move in unison since they typically rise or fall with levels of

. production, there are many situations where changes in benefits and economic impacts diverge.
This potential for divergence, along with the fact that different user groups are often interested
in different economic measures, creates a need for both analyses.

For both the benefit and regional impact analyses presented in this document, results cannot be

I summed across all regions (Trinity River Basin, Lower Klamath River Basin and Coastal Areas,
and Central Valley) and economic categories (agriculture, M&I, power, recreation, fisheries)
into a net effect for each alternative. There are several reasons for this: 1) not all economic
effects have been quantified (e.g. tribal fishing effects), 2) model accuracy varies across
analyses, 3) input .data accuracy varies across analyses (e.g., fisheries analyses are based on
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harvest estimates developed solely to compare alternatives, the accuracy of the harvest
estimates for comparison to other economic benefits may be questionable), and 4) the benefit
estimates are developed for the year 2020 only, whereas the cost analysis reflects costs across all
years, therefore costs cannot be compared to benefits.

Since it is inappropriate to aggregate benefits across economic categories and compare them to
costs, the only reasonable benefit comparison is within a given economic category (e.g. compare
agricultural benefits across regions for each alternative). For this reason, the benefit analyses
are presented .under each of the appropri.ate resource areas - fisheries, recreation, land use
(agriculture, M&I water), and power. For the regional impacts, the alternative comparison is
constrained to impacts across economic categories Within a given region (e.g. aggregate    ~
hydropower,agriculture,and municipal and industrial impacts within the Central Valley for
each alternative). It was deemed reasonable to aggregate regional impacts across economic
categories for the same region since the analyses use the same underlying model, the IMPLAN
input-output model.1 Regional impacts should not be aggregated across regions since the
inter-regional relationships have not been addressed.

Given the above discussion, the basic objective of the socioeconomic analysis is to measure
changes in economic activity within the affected regions for e~ch alternative as compared to the
No Action Alternative using input-ou~ut analysis. The proposed alternatives potentially affect
each region’s economic activity through changes in water supply (agriculture, municipal and
industrial water, and hydropower analyses), ocean based commercial and recreational fishing,
inland surface water recreation, and construction activity.

Input-output (I-O) analysis estimates regional economic impacts caused by changes in final
demand based on a region’s inter-industry trade linkages. Final demand reflects any initial
change in sales that arises from outside of the region. The analyses present changes in total
economic impact defined as the sum of direct effects (impacts to initially affected industries),
indirect effects (impacts to industries providing inputs to directly~ impacted industries, i.e.,
backward linkages), and induced effects (impacts from employees spending wages within the
region) all caused by the initial change in final demand. For example, if $1,000 in agricultural
product is lost from irrigated acreage idled by water shortage, and the farmer buys $500 less in
seed and fertilizer from the farm store, and the farm store buys $250.1ess seed from another in-
region farmer, and the farm workers spend $100 less for household goods and services within
the region, then the total loss in output to regional agriculture is $1,250, but the total regional
output loss is $1,850. Three measures of economic activity provide the basis of the evaluation:
total industry output, total place of work income, and employment.

Total Industry Output: Dollar value of production (sales revenues) from all industries in the
region. Total industry output exceeds final demand by including the value of inter-industry
trade of intermediate goods prior to final manufacture and sale.

1 For the KMZ-California subregion, the overall regional impacts would be understated given tribal harvest

effects were not considered.
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Total Place of Work (PoW)Income: Employment income derived at the workplace
including wages and benefits (employee compensation) plus self-employed income.

Employment: Total of hourly wage, salary, and self-employed jobs (part-time and full-
time), measured in terms of number of jobs, not full-time equivalents.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT..

The affected environment includes all economic regions that are expected tO be .directly
influenced by the alternatives under consideration. These directly affect6d areas have been
divided into three primary regions: Trinity River Basin, the Lower Klamath River Basin and
Coastal Areas, and the Central Valley. The Lower Klamath River Basin and Coastal Areas
region is further separated into the following coastal area subregions: Monterey, San Francisco,
Mendocino, Klamath Management Zone - California (KMZ-CA), Klamath Management Zone -
Oregon (KMZ-OR), and Northern/Central Oregon. Note that the Lower Klamath River Basin
falls within the boundaries of the KMZ-CA coastal area. The Central Valley region has also
been subdivided into the following three subregions: Sacramento Valley, San Joaquin Valley,
and Tulare Basin. The counties included in each of the subregions are shown in Table TA-1.

TABLE TA-1. Economic Regions by County

[          ., Counties
Trinity River Basin:

Up-Front Impacts: Trinity
Annual Impacts: Trinity, Shasta

Lower Klamath River Basin and Coastal Areas:
Monterey Coastal Area: Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Luis Obispo

San’Francisco Coastal Area: Sonoma, Marin, Alameda, Contra Costa, San
Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara

Mendocino Coastal Area: Mendocino
KMZ-CA Coastal Area: Det Norte, Humboldt
KMZ-OR Coastal Area: Curry

Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area: Clatsop, Tillamook, Lincoln, Lane, Douglas,
Coos

Central Valley:

Amador, Butte, Colusa, El Dorado, Glenn,
Sacramento Valley: Napa, Nevada, Placer, Sacramento, Shasta,

Solano, Sutter, Tehama, Yolo, Yuba
San Joaquin Valley: Calaveras, Fresno, Madera, Mariposa, Merced,

San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Tuolumne
Tulare Basin: Kern, Kings, Tulare

3
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The Trinity River Fisheries Restoration F.IS includes two types of economic analyses, one
measuring economic benefits and the other regional economic impacts. The economic benefit
analyses are presented within the fisheries, recreation, and land use sections. This technical
appendix covers regional economics and socioeconomics. The focus regions are similar for both
analyses..

The primary difference between the benefits and economic impact analysis is the types of
measures estimated and reported. Regional economic impact measures typically involve the
quantity value 6f sales such as employment, value of production or income. Benefits, on theor

other hand, are based on a net value concept. For consumers, economic benefit reflects the
value of goods and services bought above what is actually paid for them (willingness-to-pay in
excess of cost). For producers or businesses, economic benefit is profit, measured as gross
revenues minus all costs.

TRINITY RIVER BASIN

For purposes of the 2020 socioeconomic analyses, the Trinity River.Basin is defined as Trinity            I

and Shasta Counties. This is due to the strong linkage of recreation-related spending between
the two counties (recreation-related spending impacts specific to Trinity County are also                ~1
identifiedi. For the up-fr6nt cost impacts~ the region was defined as Trinity County since that is
where the- costs are incurred.

Current Economic Conditions ’, I

Trinity County is rural with substantial amounts of public land. As a result, the region is
relatively dependent on tourism and natural resources for its economic base. Since 1990,
unemployment within the county has been high, averaging 13.9 percent compared to the
statewide average of 7.5 percent. Total industry output and place of work income in 1992, as
obtained from the IMPLAN model, was estimated at $339 and $183 million, respectively (in
1997 dollars2). Total 1992 employment is about 4,870 jobs with major employment sectors being
government (27.6 percent), services (20.4 percent), wholesale and retail trade (17.2 percent), and
manufacturing (12.2 percent) (Table TA-2a).

Although much of Shasta County also consists of public lands, the county is considerably more
urban than Trinity County because of the Ci.ty of Redding. Shasta County’s unemployment
rate since 1990 has averaged nearly 11 percent. Total industry output and place of work income
in 1992 was estimated at $5.4 and $3.0 billion, respectively. Total employment in 1992 was
estimated at more than 74,000 jobs with major employment sectors including services
(27.6 percent), wholesale and retail trade (25.4 percent), and government (15.6 percent)
(Table TA-2a). Over 90 percent of the total industry output, place of work income, and jobs in
the combined Trinity/Shasta County Region in 1992 occurred in Shasta County.

Based on recent estimates of recreational use of the Trinity River and Trinity, Shasta, and                B
Whiskeytown Reservoirs, it is estimated that approximately $70 million is spent annually in

!Unless otherwise noted, al! monetaryvalues referred to in Section 3.11 were derived using 1997 dollars.

!
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TableTA-2a, Employment Data for Trinity River Basin

Trinity County Shasta County Trinity & Shasta Counties

1992 Percent of 1992 Percent of 1992 Percent of
Economic Sectors Employment Total Employment Total Employment Total

Agriculture, forestry, fishing 385 2,3707.8 3.2 2,755 3.5

Mining 15 .3 210 .3 225 .3

Construction 365 7.5 6,255 8.4 6,620 8.4

Manufacturing 595 12.2 5,625 7.6 ’ 6,220 7.9

Transportation; 120 2.5 3,960 5.3 4,080’ 5,2
communications; electric,
gas, & sanitary services

Wholesale trade 105 2.1 4,550 6.1 4,655 5.9

Retail trade 735 15.1 14,325 19.3 15,060 19.1

Food stores 185 3.8 2,955 4.0 3,140 4.0

Eating & drinking places 220 4.5 4,540 6.1 4,760 6.0

Auto dealers & service 55 1.1 1,575 2.1 1,630 2.1
stations

Finance, insurance, & real 185 3.8 4,100 5.5 4,285 5.4
estate

Services 995 20.4 20,475 27.6 21,470 27.2

Lodging 185 3.8 1,185 1.6 1,370 1.7

Government 1,345 27.6 11,580 ... 15.6 12,925 16.4

Other 25 .5 665 .9 690 .9

Total 4,870 100.0 74,115 100.0 78,985 100.0

Source: IMPLAN, 1992.

Trinity and Shasta Counties to recreate at these areas. Of this spending, an estimated
$13 million is spent in Trinity County, with nonresidents of the county accounting for about
75 percent. Spending associated with recreation at these areas supports 2,100 jobs directly, and
indirectly supports an additional 1,500 jobs within the two-county area.

Current Social Conditions

Trinity County’s population slowly increased from 1990 until 1995 when it began to decline. A
recent estimate by the U.S. Census Bureau indicates the population dropped from 13,401 people
in July 1996, to 13,197 people in July 1997. The decline in the timber industry and attendant loss
of jobs is viewed as one reason for the decline. The county has been seeking new businesses.
Recreation and tourism--especially that which is water-based--are viewed as important to the
local economy.

,Flooding along the Trinity River in January of 1997 raised residents’ awareness and level of
concern about potential flooding. Those living near the river experienced first-hand the
physical and emotional impacts of flooding.

5

C--093216
C-093216



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

The residents of Trinity County value living where they do and their lifestyle, far removed
from urban areas. Many have given up higher paying jobs to live in the area. The local public
has voiced a desire to have water returned to the Trinity River. Some believe that the
assurances and promises that the TRD would have no adverse impacts to the local area have
been broken.

LOWER KLAMATH RIVER BASIN/COASTAL AREA

The L6wer Kl~math River Basin Coastal Area region e~tends from Monterey, California, to
¯ approximately the Oregon Washington border. This region, which corresponds to the
migratory of Trinity River salmon, includes six subregions: Monterey, San Francisco,range
Mendocino, Klamath Management Zone (KMZ)-California, KMZ-Oregon, and
Northern/Central Oregon. For purposes of socioeconomic analyses, the lower Klamath River,
which extends from the confluence of the Trinity and Klamath Rivers to the mouth of the
Klamath, is included in the KMZ-California Coastal Area.

Current Economic Conditions

Monterey Coastal Area

The Monterey Coastal Area extends from Point Conception to Point San Pedro, California, and
includes the counties of San Luis Obispo, Monterey, and Santa Cruz. The region is
characterized by both an agricultural and urban economy. Total industrial output in i992 was
valued at $32.4 billion. Place of work income was estimated at $18.3 billion, and approximately
144,200 persons were employed. Major employment sectors included services (26 percent of
regional employment), government (19 percent), retail trade (16 percent), and agriculture,
forestry, and fishing (12 percent) (Table TA-2b).

The economy of the Monterey Coastal Area is potentially affected by changes in ocean
commercial and sport fishing for salmon. Employment in the commercial fishing sector totaled
210 jobs in 1992. Commercial fish harvests generated an additional 450 jobs in the seafood
processing sector. Together, these two sectors accounted for slightly more than 0.1 percent of
the total employment within the area in 1992. In 1996, the area accounted for nearly half of
.California’s commercial salmon harvest, generating an estimated $2.9 million in gross harvest
revenue (Pacific Fishery Management Council, 1997). As Table TA-4 shows, much of this
harvest was landed at Moss Landing and, to a lesser extent, Santa Cruz and Monterey.

Ocean sportfishing for salmon takes place primarily from privately owned pleasure craft or
chartered boats. Businesses that benefit from trip-related spending by ocean salmon sport
fishers include charter boat operations, retail operations that provide goods to sport fishers
(e.g., restaurants, bait and tackle stores), and lodging places. Ocean sportfishing for salmon
generates an estimated $4.4 million annually in trip-related spending in the area. Of this
spending, nonresidents account for about 50 percent.

San Francisco Coastal Area

The San Francisco Coastal Area extends from Point San Pedro to Point Arena, California, and
includes San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and Sonoma
Counties.The region is characterized by an urban economy. In 1992, approximately 3.5 million
persons were employed (Table TA-2b)~ Major employment sectors include services (32 percent

C--09321 7
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Table TA-2b. Employment Data for Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area Regions, 1992

Monterey Region San Francisco Region Mendocino Region KMZ-Californla Region KMZ-Oregon Region NorthernlCentral Oregon
Region

Economic Sectors
Percent               Percent               Percent               Percent               Percent                Percent

Employment of Total Employment of Total Employment of Total Employment of Total Employment of Total Employment of Total

Agriculture, forestry, fishing 54,110 12.2 4t,560 1.2 3,640 8.7 3,630 5.0 520 6.1 13,690 4.9

Commercial fishing 210 <0.1 440 <0.1 180 0.4 520 0.7 130 1.5 900 0.3

Mining 490 0.1 5,220 0. i 50 0.1 70 0.1 10 <0.1 550 0.2

Construction 25,770 5.8 189,100 5.4 3,000 7.2 4,700 6.5 810 9.5 16,150 5.8

Manufacturing 30,600 6.9 460,270 13.0 4,960 11.9 7,110 9.9 860 10.0 38,720 13.8

Canned & cured seafood 300 <0.1 50 <0.1 10 <0.1 50 <0.1 10 0.1 40 <0.1

Prepared fresh/frozen seafood 150 <0.1 480 <0.1 170 ~ 0.4 410 0.6 100 1.2. 1,700 0.6

Transpodalion; communications; 14,110 3.2 163,980 4.6 1,280 3.1 2,730 3.8 280 3.3 10,430 3.7
electric, gas, & sanitary services ~’=

Wholesale trade 17,760 4.0 21 i ,450 6.0 1,300 3.1 3,140 4.4 310 3.6 10,850 3.9 ~1

.Retail trade 72,290 16.3 521,750 14.8 7,770 18.6 13,500 18.7 1,960 22.8 54,350 19.4

Food stores 10,300 2.3 68,010 1.9 1,640 3.9 2,280 3.2 370 4.3 8,540 3.0

Eating & ddnking places       26,390        5.9       16~,810      4.8      2,300        5.5      4,150        5.8      630         7.3       18,500       6.6
IAuto dealers & service 6,210 1.4 39,740 1.1 660 1.6 1,420 2.0 260 3.0 5,960 2.1

stations

Finance, insurance, real estate 22,070 5.0 306,630 8.7 1,940 ... 4.7 3,300 4.6 560 6.5 15,080 5.4

Services 116,040 26.1 1,136,580 32.2 11,560 27.7. 19,370 26.9 1,890 22.1 70,230 25.0

Lodging 11,630 2.6 39,540 1.1 1,640 3.9 1,350 1.9 470 5.5 6,140 2.2

Government 86,760 19.5 474,010 13.4 6,~110 14.7 13,690 19.0 1,250 14.6 48,120 17.2

Other 4,160 0.9 231660 0.7 80 0.2 810 1.1 130 1.5 2,150 0.8

Totals 444,160 100.0 3,534,210 100.0 41~690 100.0 72,050 100.0 8,580 " " "100.0 280,310 100.0

Source: IMPLAN, 1992.
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of regional employment), retail trade (15 percent), government (13 percent), and manufacturing
(13 percent). Agriculture, forestry, and fisheries sectors account for 1.2 percent of regional
employment.

Table TA-3 shows existing conditions economic data estimated for the Bay Region. The final
demand column in Table TA-3 is a sum of several components. It includes three personal
consumption components (low, medium, and high income household consumption); two
federal government consumption c6mponents (military and non-military spending); two state
and local government components (eduqation and non-education); capital investment;
inventory investment; and two export components (rest-of-USA and foreign). The tofal "
industry output column shows the total value of output of each industry. The difference
between final demand and total industrial output is inter-industry trade, the value of regional
production used by resident industries for commodity production.

Table TA-3. 1991 Existing Conditions Data for the San Francisco Bay Region, Million 1997 Dollars
Total Employ Total Place

Final Industry Compens. Property of Work Total Value
Demand Output Income Income Income Added
(MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 1.4 2.7 0.6 0,6 1.3 1.3

Mining 0.2 4.9 0.3 2.0 2.3 3.2

Construction 21.5 23.9 7.2 2.3 9.5 9.6

Manufacturing 66.9 101.2 26.1 18.0 44.1 45.6

Transportation, Comm., Utilities 13.5 27.0 7.5 6.4 14.0 14.9

Wholesale, Retail Trade 26.1 38.8 19.4 5.6 25.0 31.2

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 26.6 47.8 9.8 22.7 32.5 37.8

Services 36.5 69.2 30.8 13.8 44.6 45.3

Gov. Enterprise & Special Industry 19.3 22.1 18.3 0.4 18.7 18.7

Total 212.0 337.7 120.1 71.9 19ZO 207.5

Population 5,443,400

The next three columns summarize final payments to factors of production. Property income
includes proprietary income (payments to owners), rents, royalties, and dividends. "Place of
work" income is total income paid by businesses operating in the region, not necessarily to
people living in the region.Some share of place of work income is paid to commuters and non-
resident factor owners such as company shareholders, ~ibsentee owners, and others. The
difference between total place of work income and value added is indirect business taxes.
Total industrial output in 1991 was $212 billion. Total employee compensation was about $120
billion and property income was $72 billion. Currently, the largest proportions of wage and
salary jobs in the region are in the services, wholesale and retail trade, manufacturing, and
government sectors.

The economy of the area is potentially affected by changes in ocean commercial and sport
fishing for salmon, agricultural production, hydropower generation, and M&I water supply.
The discussions below describe current conditions in these sectors.

C--09321 9
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I
Table TA-4. Subregional Distribution of the California and

Oregon Ocean Commercial Salmon Harvest in 1996

I Percentage of the Harvest
Coastal Region: Port Within the Region"

I Northern/Central Oregonb:

Astoda 1.2%
Garabaldi 6.8%
Pacific City 0.1%I Depoe Bay 0.6%
Newport 66.4%
Florence 4.5%
Winchester Bay 3.4%

I Charleston 14.4%
Bandon 0.6%
Port Orford 2.0%

i KMZ-Oregon:

Gold Beach 1.1%
Brookings 98.9%

I KMZ-California:

Crescent City 2.1%
Trinidad 4.9%

I Arcata 0.2%
Eureka 92.8%

MendocinoC:

| Shelter Cove 2.4°/,
Westport 0.3%
Fort Bragg 90.2%
Albion 1.5%
Point Arena 5.6%

San Francisco’:

Bodega Bay 17.2%I Dillon Beach 0.2%
Bolinas 0.2%
China Camp 0.1%
Sausalito 0.3%

I Richmond 0.4%
Berkeley 0.5%
San Francisco 33.4%
Princeton/Half Moon Bay 47.7%

Monterey’:

Santa Cruz 24.1%
Moss Landing 61.1%

I Monterey 14.8%

Notes:
" Based on pounds of salmon landed within the region.
b A small number of salmon were also landed in Nehalem Bay and Natarts.
c A small number of salmon were also landed in Little River.~ A small number of salmon were also landed in Tomales Bay~ Marconi Cove, South San Francisco, and the

Sacramento area.
~ A small number of salmon were also landed in Mill Creek and other locations in the Monterey area.

Sources: Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 1998; California Department of Fish and Game 1998.

I 9
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Agricutture.--The affected environment for agriculture in the Bay region is the service area of
the San Felipe unit of the CVP which serves parts of Santa Clara and San Benito counties. The
majorwater user is Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD); San Benito County also
receives a relatively small amount of CVP water. Important crops are fruits, especially
strawberr.ies, and vegetables. Relatively low-value crops such as hay and pasture have declined
in importance over time. More description is provided in the Land Use Technical Appendix.

M&I water Supply.--The affected environment includes the service area of any M&I water
providerwithin ~he CVP service area vcho has a CVP water service contract.. CVP contracts are
held by Co.ntra Costa Water District (195,000 AF of contract in the No Action condition), Santa
Clara Valley Water Distric~ (119,400 AF) and San Benito County (8,300 AF). CVP water is
practicallythe only supply available to CCWD, but SCVWD has a variety of supplies. More
description in provided in the Land Use Technical Appendix.¯
I-Iydropower.-- CVP power is an important part of the overall electricity supply in the Bay
Area. Important preference power users include the Santa Clara Valley Water District,
municipal districts such as the cities of Alameda, Palo Alto and Santa Clara, federal users such
as Moffett Federal Airfield, and a number of other public users. CVP hydropower is used in the
region for public, residential, commercial, and industrial purposes.

Commercial Fishing.--1992 employment in the area’s commercial fishing and processing
sectors totaled 440 and 530 jobs, respectively. Together, these sectors accounted for less than
0.1 percent of total employment within the area in 1992. Commercial salmon harvests in the
area have remained relatively constant over the last 25 years, averaging 193,500 salmon per
year, even though harvests dropped dramatically in 1992 to 67,000 along the entire West Coast.
In 1996, 152,000 salmon were harvested in the area, which resulted in an estimated $2.4 million
of gross revenue, or about 42 percent of the California total (Pacific Fishery Management
Council, 1997). Much of the harvest was landed in Princeton/Half Moon Bay and San
Francisco, and to a lesser extent, in Bodega Bay and the other ports shOwn in Table TA-4.

Ocean Sporlfishing.--About 40 percent of ocean sportfishing for salmon takes place from
privately owned pleasure craft and about 60 percent from chartered boats. Ocean sportfishing
for salmon generates an estimated $10.4 million annually in trip-related spending in the area.
Of this, .nonresidents account for 40 percent. Businesses that benefit from trip-related spending
by ocean salmon sport fishers include charterboat operations, retail operations that provide
goods to sport fishers (e.g., restaurants, bait and tackle stores), and lodging places.

Mendocino Coastal Area

The Mendocino Coastal Area extends from Point Arena to Horse Mountain, California, and
includes the port area of Fort Bragg in Mendocino County. The area is primarily rural, with an
economy based largely on agriculture, forestry, and tourism. Total industrial output was valued
at $3.0 billion. Place of work income was estimated at $1.5 billion, and approximately
41,700 persons were employed. Major employment sectors within the area include services
(28 percent of regional employment); retail trade (19 percent); government (15 percent);
manufacturing (12 percent); and agriculture, forestry, and fishing (9 percent) (Table TA-2b).

C--093221
(3-093221



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

The economy of the area is potentially affected by changes in ocean commercial and sport
fishing for salmon. Employment in the area’s commercial fishing sector totaled 180 jobs in
1992. Commercial fish harvests generated an additional 180 jobs in the seafood processing
sector. Together, these two sectors accounted for approximately 0.9 percent of total
employment within the area in 1992. Commercial salmon harvest has declined substantially in
the area since 1990 due to harvest restrictions andreallocation of salmon harvests among user
groups. In 1996, the area accounted for 5.5 percent of California’s commercial salmon harvest,
generating an estimated $308,000 in gross harvest revenue (Pacific Fishery Management
Council, 1997). Appr.oximately 90 percent of this harvest was landed in Fort Bragg, with the
remainder in Port Arena, Shelter Cove, Albion, and Westport (Table TA-4).

About 90 percent of ocean sportfishing for salmon takes place from privately owned pleasure
craft and about 10 percent from chartered boats. Ocean sportfishing for salmon generates an
estimated $1.9 million annually in trip-related spending in the area. Of this, nonresidents
account for about 25 percent. Businesses that benefit from trip-related spending by ocean
salmon sport fishers include charterboat operations, retail operations that provide goods to
sport fishers (e.g., .restaurants, bait and tackle stores), and lodging places.

KMZ-California Coastal Area

The KMZ-California Coastal Area extends from Horse Mountain to Point St. George, .California,
and includes the port areas of Eureka in Humboldt County and Crescent City in Del Norte
County. This coastal area also includes the lower Klamath River Basin. The region is
characterized by a resource-based economy including forestry, wood-products manufacturing,
and commercial fishing. The Eureka area serves as a regional center for retail trade and
consumer services. Total regional output in 1992 was valued at $5.0 billion. Place of work
income was estimated at $2.7 billion, and approximately 72,000 persons were employed. Major
employment sectors include services (27 percent of regional employment), retail trade
(19 percent), government (19 percent), and manufacturing (10 percent) (Table TA-2b).

The economy of the area is potentially affected by changes in ocean commercial and sport
fishing for salmon. Employment in the area’s commercial fishing and processing sectors
totaled 520 and 460 jobs, respectively, in 1992. Together, these two sectors accounted for
1.4 percent of total employment within the area. Commercial salmon harvests in the area have
steadily declined since the 1970s and virtually disa.ppeared in the early 1990s when harvest
restrictions closed the salmon fishery during certain years. The reallocation of salmon
resources among fishery groups has also diminished ocean commercial salmon harvests in
recent years. In 1996, 11,700 salmon were harvested in the area, which resulted in an estimated
$185,000 in gross revenue, or about 3.2 percent of the California total (Pacific Fishery
Management Council, 1997). Most of this harvest was l~nded in Eureka and to a lesser extent,
Trinidad and Crescent City (Table TA-4).

About 95 percent of ocean sportfishing for salmon takes pla.ce from privately owned pleasure
craft and about 5 percent from chartered boats. Ocean sportfishing for salmon generates an
estimated $2.1 million annually in trip-related spending. Of this, non~:esidents account for
about 20 percent. Businesses that benefit from trip-related spending by ocean salmon sport
fishers include charterboat operations, retail operations that provide goods to sport fishers (e.g.,
restaurants, bait and tackle stores), and lodging, places.~ In addition to ocean sportfishing;
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sportfishing for salmon and steelhead on the lower Klamath River generates an estimated
$1.3 million annually in spending.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area

The KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area extends from Point St. George, California, to Humbug
Mountain, Oregon, and includes the port area 6f Brookings in Curry County, Oregon. The
region is largely rural with a resource-based economy. Total regional output in 1992 was
valued at $544..0 million. Place of work income was estimated at $275.6 million, and
approximately 8,600 persons were employed. Major einployment sectors include retail trade
(23 percent of regional employment), services (22 percent), government (15 percent), and
manufacturing (10 percent) (Table TA-2b).

The economy’of the area is potentially affected by changes in ocean commercial and sport
fishingfor salmon. Employment in the area’s commercial fishing and processing sectors
totaled 130 and 110 jobs, respectively, in 1992. Together, these sectors accounted for 2.8 per.cent
of total employment within the area. Commercial salmon harvests in the area have steadily
declined since the 1970s and virtually disappeared in the early 1990s when harvest restrictions
closed the fishery during certain years. The reallocation of Trinity River salmon resources
among fishery groups has also diminished ocean commercial salmon harvests in recent years.
In 1996, 8,500 salmon were harvested in the area, which resulted in an estimated $150,000 in
gross revenue, or about 4.9 percent of the Oregon total (Pacific Fishery Management Council,
1997). Virtually all of this harvest was landed in Brookings (Table TA-4).

About 95 percent of ocean sportfishing for salmon takes place from privately owned pleasure
craft and about 5 percent from chartered boats. Ocean sportfishing for salmon generates an
estimated $4.2 million annually in trip-related spending in the area. Of this, nonresidents
account for about 20 percent. Businesses that benefit from trip-related spending by ocean
salmon sport fishers include charterboat operations, retail operations that provide goods to
sport fishers (e.g., restaurants, bait and tackle stores), and lodging places.

Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area

The Northern Central Oregon Coastal Area is a large region that extends from Humbug
Mountain to Leadbetter Point, Washington, and includes the port areas of Coos Bay, Newport;
Tillamook, and the Columbia River within the counties of Coos, Douglas, Lane, Lincoln,
Tillamook, and Clatsop. The area is largely rural and coastal, although Lane and Douglas
Counties take in inland area that include the larger communities of Eugene and Roseburg.
Total regional output in 1992 was valued at $20.2 billion. Place of work income was estimated
at $10.3 billion, and approximately 280,300 persons were employed. Major employment sectors
include services (25 percent of regional employment), retail trade (19 percent), government
(17 percent), and manufacturing (14 percent) (Table TA-2b).

The economy of the area is potentially affected by changes in ocean commercial and sport
fishing for salmon. Employment in the area’s commercial fishing and processing sectors
totaled 900 and 1,740 jobs, respectively, in 1992. Together, these two sectors accounted for
0.9 percent of total employment within the area. Commercial salmon harvests in the area have
declined somewhat since 1990 due to harvest restrictions and fishery conditions. This has been
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especially true in the Coos Bay area, which has been subject to restrictions protecting Trinity
River salmon. In 1996, 166,600 salmon were harvested in the area, which resulted in an
estimated $2.9 million in revenue, or about 95.1 percent of the Oregon total (Pacificgross
Fishery Management Council, 1997). Much of this harvest was landed in Newport and
Charleston (Table TA-4).

About 75 percent of ocean sport fishing for salmon takes place from privately owned pleasure
craft and about 25 percent from chartered boats. Ocean sportfishing for salmon generates an
estimated $6.1 million in trip-related in the area. Of this, nonresidentsannually spending
account for 20 percer~t. Businesses that benefit from trip-related spending by ocean salmon
sport fishers include charterboat operations, retail operations that provide goods to sport
fishers restaurants, bait and tackle stores), and lodging places.(e.g.,

Current Social Conditions

The Mendocino Coastal, KMZ-California Coastal, KMZ-Oregon Coastal, and Northem/Central
Oregon Coastal Area have all experienced a steady decline in the commercial salmon fishing
industry. Many coastal communities have historically been tied to the industry. For most
individuals who fish, it is not just a job and a way to earn a living; it is a way of life. Often,
previous generations of the same families have been fishers. With’the decline of the salmon
stocks and the increasing restrictions on salmon fishing, many of those individuals have had to
abandon their way of life and seek other employment. Many of those who continue to pursue
the fishing ~way of life must have supplemental employment. Individuals must often leave
their historical fishing areas near their homes and go to other distant places to fish for salmon
during the remaining fishing seasons. The younger generation sees little future in pursuing
thei~ fishing heritage as a way of life.

CENTRAL VALLEY

For purposes of the socioeconomics.analysis, the Central Valley region consists of three
subregions: the Sacramento Valley, the San Joaquin Valley, and the Tulare Basin. This region is
potentially affected through changes in water supply for irrigated agriculture, hydropower
generation, and M&I use. Recent Central Valley employment data.are presented in Table TA-5.

Current Economic Conditions

Sacramento Valley

The Sacramento Valley includes the central valley from Shasta County to the Bay/Delta. The
region is characterized by fast-growing urban centers and smaller towns with a strong
agricultural base. As derived from the IMPLAN model, total output was valued at $96 billion,
and about 1.3 million persons out of a population of 2.7 million were employed in 1991.

Table TA-6 shows existing conditions data estimated for the Sacramento River Region.

Total 1991 industrial output was estimated to be $96 billion (in 1997 dollars). Total employee
compensation was about $36 billion and property incom~ was $20 billion.
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Table TA-5. Employment Data for Central Valley Regions, 1991

Sacramento Valley San Joaquin Valley Tulare Region

Employment Percent of Employment Percent of Employment Percent
Industry (1,000’s) Total (1,000’s) Total (1,000’s) of Total

57.6 4.4 150.0 16.9 108.3 23.1
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries

Mining :1.8 0.1 1.5 0.2 3.8 0.8
¯¯ 104.6 8.1 58.2 6.5 ’ " 35.0 7.5Construction

Manufacturing.                   82.2 6.3 91.1 10.2 26.6 5.7

Transportation, 45.0 3,5 32.6 3.7 22.8 4.9
communication, utilities

Wholesale, retail trade 264.9 20.4 169.7 19.1 80.7 17.2

Finance, insurance, real estate 107.6 8.3 59.6 6.7 21.6 4.6

Services 327.2 25.2 191.0 21.5 85.4 18.2

Government enterprise & 306.3 23.6 136.5 15.3 84.6 18.0
special industry

Total 1297,3 100.0 890.2 100.0 468.7 100.0

Source: IMPLAN, 1991.

Table TA-6~ 1991 Existing Conditions Data for the Sacramento River Region, Million 1997 Dollar

Total Employee Total Place Total Employ-
Final Industry Compens. Property of Work Value merit

Demand Output Income Income Income Added (Thousands
Industry (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 2.2 3.2 0.4 0.7 1.1 1.2 . 57.6

Mining 0.9 1.0 0.1 0.6 0.7 0.8 1.8

Construction 10.4 11.6 3.0 0.9 4.0 4.0 104.6
Manufacturing 11.3 14.4 3.3 2.4 5.6 6.1 82.2

Transportation, Comm., Utilities. 3.6 6.8 1.8 1.8 3.6 3.9 45.0

Wholesale, Retail Trade 9.8 11.6 6.1 1.5 7.6 9.3 264,9

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 11.0 14.5 2.6 6.8 9.4 11.5 107.6

Services 13.7 18.0 8.0 3.4 11.3 11.6 327.2

Gov. Enterprise & Special Industry ¯ 13,8 15.2 11.3 1.5 12.7 12.8 306.3

Total 76.8 96.3 36.5 19.6 56.1 61.0 1297.3
Population 2,671,300

The economy of the Sacramento Valley is potentially affected by changes in agricultural
production, hydropower generation, M&I water supply, and water-oriented recreation.

Agriculture.--Rice, grains, hay, pasture, vegetables, fruits and nuts are important crops in the
Sacramento Valley. Farm supply and product processing industries are important in the region,
especially in the smaller communities. Production agriculture provides about four percent of
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wage and salary employment in the region, but the percentage varies widely among the
counties. In 1992, production agriculture accounted for 33 percent of employment in Colusa
County, 19 percent in Glenn County, and 16 percent inCounty. However,Yuba it accountedfor
less than one percent in Sacramento, Placer, and Nevada counties. In general; the large cities
have very diverse economies but the small cities and towns are more dependent on agriculture.
More description of regional agriculture is provided in the Land UseAppendix.Technical

Hydropower.---CVP hydropower is an important part of the overall electricity supply in the
Sacramento Valley provided either directly or through exchange agreements. CVP. pow.~r is
used in the region for public, agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial purposes.
Important preference power users include irrigation and water districts ha;cing CVP contracts,
municipal districts such as the cities of Roseville, Redding and Shasta Lake, federal users such
as McClellan and Travis Air Force Base, and a number of other public users such as prisons,
universities, and medical facilities.

M&I Water Supply.--The affected M&I water supply environment includes the service area of
any M&I water provider who has a CVP water service contract. CVP M&I water supplies are
used at locations scattered throughout the valley. Most providers are located near Sacramento
(75,900 AF of contracts in the No Action condition) and Redding (36,900 AF). More description
is provided in the Land Use Technical Appendix. Some M&I users have limited alternative
supplies.

Recreation.--Trip-related recreational spending occurs from use at rivers and reservoirs
including the Sacramento River, Lake Folsom and other reservoirs.

San Joaquin Valley

The region incorporates the floodplain of the San Joaquin River and ranges from the Bay/Delta
to Fresno County. The region is characterized by fast,growing urban centers and smaller towns
with a strong agricultural base. Table TA-7 shows existing conditions data estimated for the
San Joaquin River Region.

Table TA-7. 1991 Existing Conditions Data for the San J.oaquin River Region, Million i997 Dollars

Total
Total Employee Place of Total Employ-

Final Industry Compens. Property Work Value ment
Demand Output Income Income Income Added (Thousands

Industry - (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 6.3 9.2 1.0 1.8 2.8 2.8 150.0
Mining 2.2 2.4 0.1 1.8 1.9 1.9 1.5
Construction 5.6 6.3 1.6 0.5 2.1 2.2 58.2
Manufacturing 15.3 18.4 3.3 2.5 5.8 6.3 91.1
Transportation, Comm., Utilities 2.6 4.7 1.2 1.0 2.2 2.4 32.6
Wholesale, Retail Trade 5.8 7.5 4.0 1.0 5.0 6.1 169.7
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 5.8 8.3 1.4 4.1 5.4 6.6 59.6
Services 8.4 10.4 4.6 1.8 6.4 6.6 191.0
Gov. Enterprise & Special Industry 4.9 5.3 4.5 0.3 4.8 4.8 136.5
Total 56.9 72.3 21.7 14.8 36.5 39.8 890.2
Population 1,944,100 -
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1991 population was estimated to be 1.94 million persons of which 0.9 million were employed.
Primary employers were services, agriculture/forestry/fisheries, trade and government. Total
industrial output, in 1997 dollars, was. estimated to be $72 billion. Total employee compensation
was about $22 billion and property income was $15 billion. Currently, the largest proportions of
wage and.salary jobs in the region are in services and trade.

The area’s economy is potentially affected by changes in agricultural production, hydropower
generation, M&I water supply, and water oriented recreation.

..
Agriculture..---The San loaquin Valley is an important agricultural region. Important crops in
the region include cotton, grains, hay and pasture, vegetables, grapes, fruits and nuts. Some
CVP water supplied by the Friant Unit would not be affected by the proposed alternatives.
Potentially affected irrigation is primarily in the San Luis Unit and the Delta Mendota Canal
service areas. Farm supply and product processing industries are important, especially in the
smaller communities. More description of the regional agricultural economy is provided in the
Land Use Technical Appendix,

MOI Water Supply.--The affected M&I water supply environment includes the service area of
any M&I water provider who has a CVP water service contract. The City of Tracy has a
contract for 10,000 AF in the No Action condition. Friant-Kern M&I water contracts would not
be affected so they are not included in the analysis. More description is provided in the Land
Use Technical Appendix.

Hydropower.--CVP power is an important part of the overall electricity supply in the San
Joaquin Valley. Important preference power users include irrigation and water districts having
CVP contracts, municipal districts such as the city of Lodi, and military users. CVP hydropower
is used in the region for public, irrigation, residential, commercial, and industrial purposes.
CVP M&I water supplies are provided for use in locations scattered around the valley. Some
M&I users have limited alternative supplies.

Recreation.--Trip-related recreational spending occurs from use at rivers and reservoirs
including the San Joaquin River, and San Luis and other.CVP reservoirs.

Tutare Basin

The Tulare Basin ranges from Fresno County to Kern County. In general, the region is
characterized by fast-gr0wing urban centers and smaller towns with a strong agricultural base.

Table TA-8 shows existing conditions data estimated for the Tulare Lake Region. 1991
population was estimated to be almost I million persons of which 469,000 were employed.
Primary employers were agriculture/forestry/fisheries,services and government. Total
industrial output in 1997 dollars was estimated to be $29 billion. Total employee compensation
was about $11 billion and property income was $7 billion.

Agriculture.--Farm supply and product processing industries areimportant in the region,
especially in the smaller communities. Dairies and the industries associated with them, such as
hay and forage, are important parts of the agricultural sector in the region. Production
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Table TA-8. 1991 Existing Conditions Data for the Tulare Region, Million 1997 Dollars

Total
Total Employee Place Total Employ-

Final Industry Compens. Property of Work Value ment
Demand Output Income Income Income Added (Thousands

Industry (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) (MM$) of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries       5.0 6.3 0.7 1.2 2.0 2.0 108.3

Mining 2.8 3.0 0.2 1.0 1.3 1.9 3.8

3.2 4.0 1.0 0.3. 1.2 1.3 35.0Construction

Manufacturing 4.5 5.7 1.0 0.8 1.8 1".9 26.6

Transportation, Comm., Utilities 1.7 2.7 0.7 0.7 1.5 1.6 22.8

Wholesale, Retail Trade 2.7 3.5 1.8 0.5 2.3 2.8 80.7

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 2.3 3.2 0.5 1.6 2.1 2.6 21.6

Services 3.4 4.6 1.9 0.9 2.8 2.9 85.4

Gov. Enterprise & Special Industry 3.3 3.5 3.0 0.1 3.1 3.1 84.6

Total 28.9 36.5 11.0 7.1 18.1 20.1 468.7

Population 994,000

agriculture accounted for 10 percent of wage and salary employment ino 1992, but the share ’
varied from 7 percent in Kern County to 16 percent in Kings County. More description is
provided in the Land Use Technical Appendix.

M&I Water Supply.--The affected M&I water supply environment includes the service area of
any M&I water provider who has a CVP water service contract. The important providers are
the cities of Coalinga (10,000 AF of contract in the No Action condition), Avenal (3,500 AF) and
Huron (3,000 AF). Friant-Kern M&I water contracts would not be affected so they are not
included in the analysis. More description is provided in the Land Use Technical Appendix.

Hydropower.--CVP power is an important, part of the overall electricity supply in the Tulare
region. Preference power users are irrigation and water districts having CVP contracts. The
City of Avenal and Lemoore Naval Air Station are also preference customers.

The area’s economy is potentially affected by changes in agriculture production. The region is~
an important agricultural region that produces fruits, nuts, vegetables, and field crops. Most
CVP water use in the region is from the Friant Unit of the CVP, which would not be affected by
the alternatives proposed in this DEIS/EIR. Farm supply and product processing industries are
important, especially in the smaller communities.

Current Social Conditions

Central Valley farmers who depend on irrigation are being affected by a wide array of decisions
affecting their way of life, many of which are outside their control. For example, changes in
farm subsidies and water supplies are accumulating. While farming has always had risks and
uncertainties associated with it, recent changes have increased those elements. The loss of
control some farmers feel has increased their stress and concern for maintaining their way of
life.

C--093228 .....
C-093228



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Producers, marketers, and consumers of CVP hydropower are facing new challenges as the
deregulation of the power industry and changes in water supply are occurring simultaneously.
The uncertainty about what will happen, how to plan for the future, and how each user of
CVP hydropower will be affected is an existing social concern.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

METHODOLOGY AND IMPACT EVALUATION CRITERIA

Input-output (I-O) analysis is often used to measure changes in total economic activity within a
region. I-O analysis considers the trade linkages between directly and indirectly affected sectors
of the economy, I-O models attempt to represent a region’s economic activity through use of
inter-industry tables reflecting transactions between industries at a given point in time. For this
DEIS/EIR, regional impacts were estimated using IMPLAN, an I-O modeling and database
package.

Due to the broad range of regional economic analyses pursued in this section (e.g., agriculture,
hydropower, M&I, recreation, fisheries), the focus of the evaluations is on aggregated impacts
within each region. Because the Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area and Central Valley
regions are so large, impacts are evaluated at the subregion level. For all analyses, three levels
of comparison were performed: (1) total economic effects, (2) economic effects by sector, and
(3) analyses of more affected groups. Despite certain analyses (e.g., recreation and fishing)
providing numeric results, the more affected group analysis is ldfgely qualitative.

Impact thresholds were applied to employment estimates (Table TA-9). For evaluating the
importance of total impacts at the subregion level, thresholds range from 0.1-5 percent
depending on the size of the region or subregi.on. For evaluating sector-level impacts, the
thresholds ranged from 10-50 jobs and 5-20 percent. Generally speaking, smaller regions used
large thresholds and larger regions used small thresholds. These thresholds are based on con-
sideration of the margin of error associated with the analysis, the potential for more
concentrated effects within regions, and the yearly variation in employment within the various
¯ regional economies and sectors: Exceedence of these thresholds is considered a substantial
effect.

Adverse impacts can be concentrated into sub-regions within the larger regions for several
reasons. For impacts that originate from irrigation and M&I, some subregions are relatively
dependent on CVP contract water. A given percent change in CVP contract supplies tends to
affect their agricultural economies and M&I water costs more than for regions that have more
diverse water supplies. For impacts originating from hydropower costs, some providers are
CVP preference customers and changes in CVP power production tend to affect them more.
This study does not utilize any regional models for the smaller subregions so potential
substantial impacts are described qualitatively. The size of the regional impact and subjective
information on the concentration of impacts within the region were used for this qualitative
assessment.
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Table TA-9. Impact Thresholds by Analysis Type and Region

Total Impact
Threshold Sector Impact Most Affected GroUp

Region (percent) Threshold Threshold

Trinity River Basin

Up-front impacts (Trinity County only) 5 10 jobs and 20% Qualitative

2020 annual impacts (Trinity and Shasta 1 20 jobs and 20% >20% of No Action1

Counties)

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

Monterey 0.1 50 jobs and 5% >20% of No Action1

San Francisco 0.1 50 jobs and 5% >20% of No Action1

Mendocino 1 20 and 10% >20% of No Acti~)n1jobs

KMZ-California 1 20 jobs and 10% >20% of No Action1

KMZ-Oregon 1 20 jobs and 10% >20% of No Action~

Northern/Central Oregon 1 20 jobs and 10% >20% of No Action~

Central Valley

Sacramento Valley 0.1 50 jobs and 5% Qualitative

San Joaquin Valley 0.1 50 jobs and.5% Qualitative

Tulare Basin 0.1 50 jobs ~nd 5% Qualitative

~’Applied to recreation and fishing analyses only.

Cost Methodology

This section describes the cost analyses conducted for each Trinity River EIS/EIR alternative
(No Action, Maximum Flow, Flow Evaluation, Percent Inflow, Mechanical Restoration, State
Permit, and Preferred). The section is broken down into two parts: 1) cost comparison and 2)
regional economic.impact analysis. The cost.comparison compares full project costs between
alternatives whereas the regional economic impact anaiysis evaluates localized effects based
exclusively upon those costs incurred within the impact region. Since project construction and
maintenance activities are planned exclusively along the upper reaches of the Trinity River, the
economic impact region for the cost analysis has been defined as Trinity County.
This section presents a detailed explanation of both the methodologies applied and the results
of the analyses. For the regional impact analyses in particular, results are presented both by
cost element and by alternative and year. This presentation is far more detailed than the
summary results presented under each alternative further along in this technical appendix. The
decision was made to present the more important cost results under each alternative so as not
to cloud the overall regional implications of each alternative with unnecessary cost detail. This
cost methodology section therefore reflects a stand alone presentation of the cost impacts. For a
presentation of overall impacts across all categories of impact (costs, recreation, fisheries,
agriculture, M&I, and hydropower), the reader will need to refer to the discussioh under each
alternative.
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Cost Comparison

This section focuses on the full range of construction and maintenance costs associated with
each alternative. The costs refer to estimated expenditures involved with each alternative as
opposed to lost benefits (i.e., lost agricultural, M&I, and power benefits). Discussions of lost
benefits can be found under the economics sections of each resource area (e.g., land use,
fisheries, recreation, and power). The following programs are the focus of the cost analysis:

- Construction to modify Tri~ty Dam

- Constrh~ti~n of 47 new Trinity River channel.rehabilitation and sid~ channel projects

- Maintenance of 27 existing Trinity River channel rehabilitation and side channel projects

- Maintenance of 47 new Trinity River channel rehabilitation and side channel projects

- Placement of fish spawning gravel

- Dredging and watershed protection progra~m

- Adaptive management program

These programs are both new and on:going. The costs range from up-front, to temporary, to
periodic, to annual. Certain costs are expected only in the short-term, while others are
anticipated to be perpetual.

Construction Costs.--Source of data: U. S. Bureau of Reclamation. Final Draft Reconnaissance-
Level Cost Estimates for Restoration Alternatives, Trinity and LewistOn Dams, Central Valley Project,
California. March 1996.

The following presents estimated costs by ,type of construction and alternative.

Construction Costs for Trinity Da~n Modifications.--Modification costs were ~stimated
as a function of required water releases from Trinity Dam. The Maximum Flow Alternative is
the only alternative which involves flows high enough to warrant modification of Trinity Dam.

Three Trinity Dam modification, options designed to release up to 30,000 cfs were developed by
Reclamation engineers ~for the Maximum Flow Alternative (options 4A, 4B, and 4C). These
three options were developed as combinations of three dam modification strategies (3A, 3B,
and 3C). The dam modification strategies and resulting construction options are described
below.

Trinity Dam Modification Strategies:

3A: Connect the main outlet works to the spillway tunnel and add gates.
Reconnaissance level (preliminary) construction cost estimate = $56,750,000

3B: Modify the main outlet works by installing an additional penstock, guard and
regulating gates, a control structure, and a stilling basin. Reconnaissance level
construction cost estimate = $16,230,000

3C: Replace the fixed crest morning glory spillway with a sliding ring gate. Ti~e
present fixed crest extends to elevation 2370 feet, the crest of the sliding gate
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would vary from elevation 2356 to 2370, depending on reservoir water level.
Reconnaissance level construction cost estimate = $6,850,000

Trinity Dam Modification Options (Combinations of the modification, strategies):

4A: Combination of modification strategies 3A and 3B. Total reconnaissance level
construction cost estimate = $72,980,000 ($56,750,000 + $16,.230,000).
Construction period = 2 years (50% completion rate each year).

4B: Combination of modification 3A and 3C. Total reconnaissance led, elstrategies
construction cost estimate = $63,600,000 ($56,750,000 + $6,850,000). Con~truction
period = 2 years (50% completion rate each year).      -.

4C: Combination of modification strategies 3B and 3C. Total reconnaissance level
construction cost estimate = $23,080,000 ($16,230,000 + $6,850,000). Construction
period = 1 year.

Construction Costs for 47 New River Restoration Sites.--Source of construction cost
data: U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Northern California Area Office

Mechanical manipulation of the Trinity River, through construction of channel rehabilitation
and side channels projects, is proposed for the Flow Evaluation, Percent Inflow, Mechanical
Restoration, and Preferred Alternatives. Forty four channel rehabilitation sites, at a cost of
$300,000 each, and 3 side channel sites, at a cost of $50,000 each, are proposed for these three
alternatives. The total cost of all 47 projects is estimated at $13,350,000. The current plan is to
construct 27 of the 47 projects within the first 3 years after project implementation with 8
channel rehabilitation projects and I side channel project to be constructed each year (annual
cost of $2,450,000 for each of the first 3 years). The remaining 20 projects would be constructed
over the next 3 years (7 channel rehabilitation projects each in years 4 and 5 ($2,100,000 each
year) and 6 channel rehabilitation projects in year 6 ($1,800,000)).

Maintenance Costs - River and Watershed.--

Maintenance Costs for E2isting and New River Restoration Sites.~Source of
maintenance cost data: U.S. Bureau of Recla.mation, Northern California Area Office.

Three to five year periodic maintenance schedules .for existing and new river restoration sites
are as follows:

Mechanically Maintain 27 Existing Sites (No Action, Mechanical Restoration, and Harvest
Management Alternatives):

- $1,000 every 3 years to manually remove vegetation.

$3,000 every 5 years to mechanically remove root systems on channel restorations and to
modify side channel openings

Mechanically Maintain 47 New Sites (Mechanical Restoration Alternative):

$6,000 every 3 years to manually remove vegetation.
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$30,000 every 5 years to mechanically remove root systems on channel restorations and
to modify side channel openings

Spawning Gravel Placement Costs.reSource of spawning gravel data: McBain & Trush
Fisheries .Consultants; and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Northern California Area Office

Spawning gravel costs were derived from estimates of gravel requirements by water year type
and costs, of dredging, sifting, transportation, and placement. Weighted average annual
spawning grav.el requirements were deve.loped by applying gravel requirements by water.year
type to occurrence probabilities by water year type.

A cost per cubic yard of $10 was estimated for dredging and sifting or purchase of spawning
gravel. All spawning gravel material would either be dredged from the river or purchased.
Costs per.cubi.c yard for transportation and placement were also estimated at $10, totaling $20
per cubic yard of gravel placed. Table TA-10 presents the gravel requirements and costs for
each alternative on average and by water year type.

Table TA-10. Spawning Gravel Cost Comparison

ALTERNATIVES:

Flow
No Maximum Evaluation/ Percent Mechanical State

Prob. Action Flow Preferred Inflow Restoration Permit

Gravel Needs (yd3):

Critically Dry .12 700 0 0 0 700 0

Dry .28 700 150 200 0 700 0

Normal .2 700 1,500 2000 50 700 0

Wet .28 700 14,550 14,200 i350 700 0

Extremely Wet .12 23,200 :.100,~)00 49,100 4650 23,200 30,800

Weighted Average 3,400 16,416 10,324 946 3,400 3,700

Costs ($K):

Critically Dry .12 14.0 0 0 0 14.0 0

Dry .28 14.0 3.0 4.0 0 14.0 0

Normal .2 14.0 30.0 40.0 1.0 14.0 0

Wet .28 14.0 291.0 284.0 27.0 14.0 0

Wet .12 464.0 2,000.0 982.0 93.0 464.0 616.0Extremely

Weighted Average 68.0 328.3 206.5 18.9 68.0 74.0

Dredging Program Costs.--Source of dredging data: Trinity County Planning
Department and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Northern California Area Office
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Baseline Sediment Dredging Program.mSediment dredging programs at
the Grass Valley Creek ponds and in the Trinity River at confluence with Grass Valley Creek
(approximate cost: $75,000 per year).

Expanded Dredging Prograra.mIn addition to the baseline dredging
associated with all alternatives, an expanded Trinity River dredging program is included
within the Mechanical Restoration Alternative. This expanded dredging plan removes
sediment from ten additional pools within the mainstem of the Trinity River. Approximately
80,000 cubic yards o.f sediment would be removed from these pools over a 4-year cycle.
Assuming 20,000 cubic yards are dredged each year, at a cost of $10 a cubic yard, the annual
labor cost would run about $200,000.

Watershed Protection Program Costs.~Source of dredging data: Trinity County
Planning Department

Baseline Watershed Protection Program.~(Since the only program
component for which costs are readily available is the maintenance of Buckhorn Reservoir, that
cost is used to represent the costs of the baseline program.)

Maintenance of sediment control structures at Buckhorn Reservoir (approximate cost:
$60,000 annually)

Managing existing land management plans and enforcing Trinity County’s decomposed
granite grading ordinance

¯ Implement the South Fork Trinity River Action Plan (cost varies annually)

Enforce California Department of Forestry’s Forest Practice Rules

Expanded Watershed Protection Prograrn.~In addition to the baseline
watershed associated with all alternatives, an watershedprotectionprogram expanded
protection program has been included in the Mechanical Restoration and Preferred
Alternatives.

The goal of the program is to limit sediment input into the Trinity River mainstem. The
program includes two primary elements: a perpetual road maintenance component and a

road rehabilitation and obliteration Both of these22-year component. componentsareplanned
on back country roads on both public and private lands throughout the Trinity River
watershed.

The road maintenance cost is estimated at $1,781,000 for its first year. With road
decommissioning, this cost is expected to decline by approximately 40 percent to $1,069,000 by
year (average cost across the first 22 years is $1,425,000). Perpetual road maintenance22 annual
at the $1,069,000 level is expected after reaching the 22 year mark. Road rehabilitation/
obliteration is planned for only the first 22 years at an average annual cost of $1,123,000.

Combining these components results in an initial year cost estimate of $2,904,000 ($1,781,000 +
$1,123,000). In year 22, the combined costs would decline to approximately $2,192,000
($1,069,000 + $1,123,000). The average annual cost across the first 22 years would be
approximately $2,548,000 ($1,425,000 + $1,123,000). Finally, after 22 years, the road
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rehabilitation/obliteration component is assumed to be complete implying the existence of only
the on-going road maintenance component at $1,069,000 per year.

Adaptive Management Program.--Source of adaptive management data: USFWS.

Adaptive management is a trail and error, learning by doing program used to manage
environments characterized by complexity, shifting conditions, and uncertainty. Adaptive
management would assess the effects of reservoir operations, water resource allocations, and
mechanical habitat manipulations on biotic resources of the Trinity River. The adaptive
management program would: 1) define goals and objectives in measurable terms; 2) develop

¯ hypotheses, build models, compare options, and design system manipulations, and monitoring
programs; 3) propose modifications to operations that protect, conserve, and enhance the
resources; and 4) implement monitoring and research programs to examine how selected
management actions meet resource management objectives.

Costs for the program are expected to range anywhere from $2,450,000 to $4,450,000 per year
and have been assigned exclusively to the Flow Evaluation and Preferred Alternatives. Given
the uncertain nature as to what will actually be involved in the program, the cost estimates are
included in the cost comparison, but due to lack of expenditure details, lhave not been included
in the regional analysis.

Results - Cost Comparison.--Given the Trinity EIS/EIR represents both a federally oriented
NEPA EIS document and a state oriented CEQA EIR document, both perspectives must be
addressed. To analyze costs by alternative from a NEPA perspective, one must compare costs
of the baseline (No Action) alternative to those of each "action" alternative. To analyze costs by
altemative from a CEQA perspective, one must compare costs of the Preferred Alternative to
those of Existing Conditions. Since the costs associated with the No Action Alternative all
involve on-going programs, from a cost perspective, existing conditions and the No Action
Alternative are assumed to be the same. Tables TA-11 and TA-12 present both the costs for
each alternative and the change in costs for each "action" alternative as compared to No
.Action/Existing Conditions.

Given the unique cost characteristics, three categories were defined: 1) temporary up-front
costs, 2) temporary annual costs, and 3) long term periodic or annual costs. Temporary up-
front costs reflect total costs incurred in the first few years after alternative implementation (i.e.,
dam modification). Temporary annual costs are incurred annually for a set period of time (i.e.,
construction of channel restoration sites, watershed protection - road rehabilitation/obliteration
component). Long term periodic or annual costs are incurred indefinitely on a periodic or
annual basis (i.e. periodic maintenance, annual spawning gravel placement, annual dredging,
and annual watershed protection - road maintenance component).

Regional Economic Impact Analysis

The regional economic impact analysis, hereafter referred to as regional analysis, focuses on the
same cost elements considered in the cost comparison. These costs basically involve various
forms of construction and periodic maintenance. Again, negative regional impacts associated
with lost project benefits (e.g. agricultural, M&I, power, etc.) will be presented elsewhere in this
socioeconomics technical appendix.

24
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Table TA-11, Total Costs by Alternative

Cost Elements         I No ActionAIt./        Maximum Flow       Flow Evaluation          Percent Inflow          Mechanical Restoration         State Permit        Prelerred Alternative

I Existing Cond. Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

Temporar,/Up-Front Costs:

Dam Modification: None $72.98M. None None None None None
$63.60M.
$23.08M -

Tempora~ ~,nnua~ Cosls:

47 New Channel Restoration None None $13.35M total $13.35M total $13.35M total None $13.35M total
Sites

Yrs 1-3: $2.45M/yr Years 1-3: $2.45M/yrr Years 1-3: $2.45M/yr Years 1-3: $2.45M/yr
Yrs 4 & 5: $ 2.1M/yr Years 4 & 5: $ 2.1M/yr Years 4 & 5: $ 2.1M/yr Years 4 & 5: $ 2.1M/yr
Yr 6: $1.8M Year 6: $1.8M Year 6: $1 .SM Year 6: $1.8M

Watershed Protection: None None None None $24.7M total None $24.7M total

Expanded Road Rehabilitation $1.123M annually for 22 yrs $1.123M annually for 22
and Obliteration yrs

Long Term Periodic or Annual Costs:

Maintenance of 27 Existing $1K every 3 yrs None None None $1K every 3 yrs None None
.Channel Restoration Sites

$3K ever~ 5 yrs $3K eve~ 5 ~/rs

Maintenance of 47 New Channel None None . " None None $6K every 3 yrs None None
Restoration Sites

$30K eve~ 5 y’rs

Spawning Gravel Placement Ext, Dry: $14K Ext. Dry: $ OK Ext. Dry: $ OK Ext. Dry: $ OK Ext. Dry: $ 14K Ext. Dry: $ 0 Ext, Dry: $ OK
Dry: 14K Dry: ’ 3K Dry: 4K Dr:y; OK Dry: 14K Dry: 0 Dry: 4K
Normal: 14K Normal: 30K Normal: 40K Normal: 1K Normal: 14K Normal: 0 Normal: 40K
Wet: 14K Wet: 291K Wet: 284K Wet:’ 27K Wet: 14K Wet: 0 Wet: 284K
Ext, Wet: 464K Ext. Wet: 2.000K Ext. Wet: 982K Ext. Wet: 93K Ext. Wet: 464K Ext. Wet: 616K Ext. Wet: 982K

Annl Avg: $68K Annl Av~l: $328.3K Annl Av~l: $206.5K Annl Av~l: $18.9K Annl Av~l: $68K Annl Av~l: $74K Annl Av(:j: $206.5K

Dredging Program:    ~aseline $75K annually $75K ann~Jally $75K annually $75K annually $75K annually $75K annually $75K annually

Expanded None None None None $200K annually . None" None

Watershed Protection : Baseline $60K annually $60K annually $60K annually $60K annually $60K annually $60K’annually $60K annually

Expanded: Road Maintenance None None None None 1’~ Year: $1.781M None ¯ 1’~ Year: $1.71~1M
Yr22-Perpetual: $1.069M Yr22-Perpetual:

$1.069M

Adaptive Management: None None $2.45-4.45M/yr None None None $2.45-4.,~5M/},r



Table TA-12. Cost Comparison to No Action Alternative

Cost Elements No Action/ Chan~es, From No Action Alternative/Existin~ Conditions
Existing

Conditions        Maximum Flow Flow Evalualion           Percent Inllow Mechanical Restoration State Permit Prelerred Alternative
Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

Temporary U ~-Fronl Costs:

Dam Modification None +$72.98M, $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
+$63.60M,
+$23.08M

Temporary Annual Costs:

47 New Channel Restoration None $0 + $13.35M + $13.35M + $13.35M $0 + $13.35M
Sites

Years 1-3: +$2.45M/yr Years 1-3: -~$2.45M/yr Years 1-3: +$2.45M/yr Years 1-3: +$2.45M/yr
Years 4-5: +$2.1M/yr Years 4-5:+$2.1 M/yr Years 4-5: +$2.1M/yr Years 4-5: +$2. f M/yr
Year 6: +$1.8M Year 6: +$1.8M Year 6:+$1 .SM Year 6.: +$1..8M

Watershed Protection: None $0 $0 $0 + 24.7M $0 + 24.7M

Expanded Road Rehabilitation + $1.123M annll~ + $1.123M annlly
and Obliteration

Long Term Periodic and Annual Costs:

Maintenance of 27 Existing $1K every 3 yrs - $tK ever~ 3 yrs - $1K every 3 yrs - $1K every 3 yrs $0 - $1.K every 3 yrs - $1K every 3 yrs
Channel Reslorat~on Sites

$3K even,/5 yrs - $3K ever,/5 yrs - $3K every 5 ~,.rs - $3K every 5 yrs - $3K every 5 yrs - $3K every 5 ~’rs

Maintenance of 47 New Channel None $0 $0 $0 + $6K every 3 yrs $0 $0
Restoration Sites

... + $30K every 5 yrs

Spawning Gravel Placement

Average: $68K annually + $260.3K annlly + $138.5K annlly - $49.1K annlly $0 + $6K annlly + $138.5K annlly

Extremely Wet Years:
i

$464K + $1,536K + $518K - $371K . $0 ..                     + $15~K + $518K

Dredging Program: Baseline $75K annually $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Expanded None $0 $0 $0 + $200K annlly           $0 $0

Watershed Prolection: Baseline $60K annually $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Expanded None $0 $0 $0 Initial Year: + $1.781 M $0 Initial Year: + $1.781 M
L/T Level: + $1.069M L/T Level: + $1.069M

=_Adaptive .Management: None $0 + $2.45 to 4.45M annll)~ ,    $0 $0 $0 + $2.45 to 4.45M annlly
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The primary difference between the costs used in the regional analysis ahd those focused on in
the cost comparison is that only those costs incurred within the impact region are considered in
the regional analysis. The region has been defined as Trinity County since the construction and
annual maintenance activities are planned at Trinity Lake and along the upper reaches of the
Trinity River. All of these sites are found in Trinity County.

In-Region Cost Estirnation.--This section presents the in-region cost estifnates for each of the
construction and maintenance cost elements.

Construction Costs for Modification of Trinity Darn.mDam modification consiruction
reflects one time, up front costs to modify Trinity Dam to allow for increa~ed releases. Costs
are considered up front because all construction would be completed within 2 years.

Only the Maximum Flow Alternative requires dam modification. As presented under the cost
comparison section, three different construction options (4A, 4B, and 4C) were developed by
Reclamation engineers for the Maximum Flow Alternative. These three options were
developed as combinations of three dam modification elements (3A, 3B, and 3C).

In an attempt to more accurately depict the portion of construction costs incurred and
remaining in the Trinity County region, total construction costs were first separated by item.
Each construction item was separately reviewed to estimate the percent of costs ultimately
remaining in the region. The itemized in-region costs for each of the dam modification
elements (3A, 3B, and 3C) were combined to estimate in-region costs for each option (4A, 4B,
and 4C). Table TA-13 presents the in-region dam modification construction costs.

For each item, estimates were first developed as to the percent of costs incurred in the region.
These regionally incurred costs were then evaluated to estimate the percent expected to actually
remain in the region as opposed to quickly exiting. To aid in the analysis, the regionally
incurred costs were separated into labor and nonlabor components.

In-region labor costs were allocated between federal government labor and contract labor, with
contract labor further separated into skilled versus general labor. Since skilled labor costs
remaining in the region were estimated as a~ perc.entage of labor wages, employee benefits were
deducted from labor costs tO obtain wages under the assumption that the cost of benefits would
be transferred to entities outside the region.~ Since. general labor costs were handled as lump
sums to in-region contractors, wage estimation was unnecessary.

Federal Govern~nent Labor (skilled only).mIt was assumed that all
construction items except engineering and design would be provided by a contractor. Of the
federal labor incurred within the region (15% of engineering and design costs), all of those
individuals were assumed to come from outside the region, primarily from Reclamation’s
Denver Technical Service Center. A ratio of lodging and per diem costs to engineering wages
was used to approximate in-region expenditures. Federal w.orker wages were estimated by

3 Of the total labor costs, 68.6 percent were assumed to represent wages based on information for the

construction ihdustry obtained from a Bureau of Labor Statistics report entitled "Employer Costs for Employee
Compensation" March 1995.
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TABLE TA-13~ DAM MODIFICATION CONSTRUCTION COSTS BY ALTERNATIVEz

Wages Only %
0.686

I. MAXIMUM FLOW ALTERNATIVE: Three Construction Options (4A, 48, & 4C)                                                                 In-Reqion %
Federal =

OPTIO~ 4A: 30,000 CfS                                                                                                                                          0.35
Contractor =

Total In-Reglon Cost:                        In-Reglon Labor:                                                   0.i Skilled      General                                                                                                        $ of
Labor         Labo£         Wages         In Region Non-Labor:                                       $ of        Minor

In-Reglon    In-Region        In-Reglon     Wages &         Cost           Cost       In-Reglon                                      Materials     $ of         Fuel &       Spare
Item                    Total Cost        %             C,~st            Labor %       Benefits       (75%)          (25%1       (Skilled)              %               $         . %      Materials    Lubricants    Parts

Mobilize                       3A    1,650,000            0.2       330,000               0.45       148,500       111,375        37,125         7,640              0.55"      181,500       0.2’5        45,375        34,031       5,672
3B       470,000            0.2        94,000               0.45        42,300        31,725        10,575         2,176               0.55        51,700       0.25        12,925         9,694       1,616

58,300        43,725       7,2882,120.000                       424,000                           190,800                                                                           233,200

Diversion - bulkhead       3A         1,120          0.75            840                0.6            504            378            126             26                0.4            336       0.25             84              63           11
20" ID spillway tunnel    3B               0          0.75               0                0.6               0               0               0               0                0.4               0       0.25               0               0            0

1,120                            840                                504                                                                           :    336                         84

Excavation from above     3A 11,125,000           0.75    8,343,750                0.4    3,337,500    2,503,125       834,375       171,714                0.6    5,006 250       0.25    1,251,563       938,672    156,445
through shaft in rock     3B               0           0.75               0                0.4               0               0               0              0                0.6               0    0.25               0               0            0
and chamber ............ 11.125.000                                             8,343.?50                                                      3.337,500                                                                                                                                                               5,006,250                                    1,251,563                938,672          156,445

Excavation from above     3A    1,600,000           0.75    1,200.000                0.4       480,000       360,000       120,000        24,696                0.6       720,000       0.25       180,000       135,000     22,500
through shaft in ~ock     3B               0          0.75               0                0.4               0               0               0               0                0.6               0       0..25               0               0            0
and tunnel ..................................

1,600,000                    1,200,000                           480,000                                                                           720,000                   180,000       135,000     22,500

Excavation from above     3A    2.250.000           0.75    1,687,500 0~4       675,000       506,250       168,750        34,729                0.6    1,012,500       0.25       253,125       189,844     31,641
through shaft                3B               0           0.75               0                0.4               0               0               0              0                0.6               0       0.25               0               0            0

2,250.000                                             1,687,500                                                            675,000                                                                                                                                                                1,012,500                                          253,125                189,844            3],641

Excavation. concrete       3A               0           0.75               0                0.4               0               0               0               0                0.6               0       0.25               0               0            0
3B               350,000                        0.75               262,500                                    0.4                105,000                  78,750                  26,250                     5,402                                   0.6               157,500               0.25                  39,375                  29,531               4,922

350.000                       262,500                           105,000                                                                           157,500                    39,375        29,531       4,922

Excavation, surface rock 3A               0           0.75               0                0.4               0               0               0               0                0.6               0       0.25-              0               0            0
38       540,000           0.75       405,000                0.4       162,000       121,500        40,500         8,335                0.6       243,000       0.25        60,750        45,563       7,594

540,000                       405,000                           162,000                                                                           243,000                    60,750        45,563       7,594

Anchor bars, drilling     3A               0            0.5               0               0.35               0               0               0               0              0.65              0       0.25               0               0            0
3B       150,000            0.5        75,000               0.35        26,250        19,688         6,563         1,351              0.65        48,750       0.25        12,188         9,141       1,523

150,000                        75~000                            26,250                                                                            48,750                    12,188         9,141       1.523

concrete in anchor block 3A               0          0.75               0               0.45               0               0               0              0              0.55               0       0.25               0               0            0
3B         1,410,000                        0.75          1,057,500                                 0.45               475,875               356,906               118,969                  24,484                                 0.55               581,625               0.25               145,406               109,055            18,176

145,406       i09,055     18,1761,410,000                    1,057,500                           475,875                                                                           581,625

concrete in control        3A               0           0.75               0               0.45               0               0               0              0              0.55               0       0.25               0               0            0
house                           3B       192,500           0.75       144,375               0.45        64,969        48,727        16,242         3,343               0.55        79,406       0.25        19,852        14,889       2,481

192.500                       144,375                            64,969                                                                            79,406                    19,852        14,889       2,481

concrete in walls and 3A 0 0.75 0 0.45 0 0 0 0 0.55 0 0.25               0 0 0
stilling basin 3B 2,010,000 0.75 1,507,500 0.45 678,375 508.781 169,594 34,902 0.55 829,]25 0.25 207,281 155,461 25,910

207,281 155,461 25,9102,010.000 1,507,500 678,375 829,125

~ackfill 3A 0 0.75 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0.7 0 ~.25               0 0 0
3B 35,000 0.75 26,250 0.3 7,875 5,906 1,969 405 0.7 18,375 0.25 4,594 3,445 574

4,594 3,445 57435,000 26,250 7,875 18,375



Ring-follower gates 3A              0 0.25 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.25 0 0 0
30 1.488.000 0.25 372.000 0.4 148.800 111,600 37.200 7.656 0.6 223.200 0.25 55.800 41.850 6,975

].488.000 372.000 148.800 223,200 55,800 41.850 6.975

Grouting. setups 3A 67.500 0.75 50.625 0.5 25.313 18,984 6,328 1,302 0.5 25.3]3 0.25 6.328 4,746 791
30 0 0~75 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0.25 0 0 0

67,500 50,625 25.3]3 25.313 6,328 4,746 791

Grouting. ¢|rl]ling 3A 540,000 0.75 405.000 0.4 162.000 12].500 40.500 8.335 0.6 243,000 0.25 60,750 ¯ 45.563 7.594
30 0 0.75 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.25 0 0 0

540.000 405,000 ]62,000 243.000 60.750 45.563 7,594

Concrete for structure. 3A 1,200.000 0.75 900.000 0.45 405.000 30],750 ]01.250 20.837 0.55 495,000 0.25 123.750 92,8]3 15.469
2nd stage tunnel 30 0 0.75 0 0.45 0 0 0 0 0.55 0 0.25 0 0 0

1,200.000 900.000 405.000 495,009 ]23,750 92.8]3 15.469

Concrete for structure. 3A 1.575,000 0.75 ].181.250 0.45 531.563 398.672 132.891 27,349 0.55 649,688 0".25 162.422 121,816 20.303
2nd stage shaft 38 0 0.75 0 0.45 0 0 0 0 0.55 0 0.25 0 0 0

].575.000 ].]8],250 531,563 649,688 162.422 121,R16 20,30]

Concrete for structure. 3A 7.200.000 0.75 5.400.000 0 45 2.430.000 ].822,500 607.500 125.024 ,0.55 2,970.000 0.25 742.500 556.875 92.8]3
2nd 9]age chamber 30 0 0.75 0 0.45 0 0 0 0 0.55 0 0.25 0 0 0

7,200.000 5.400,000 2.430.000 2.970,000 742,500 556.875 92.8]3

Stays, 6" thick for 3A 300.000 0.45 135,000 0.] 40,500 30,375 10,125 2,084 0.7 94,500 0.25 23,625 17.739 2,95]
excavation 30 0 0.45 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0.7 0 0.25 O 0 0

300.000 ]]5.000 40.500 94.500 2].625 ]7,719 2.95]

Cement 3A       972.000 0 75 729,000 0~] 72.900 54.675 ]8,225 3,751 0.9 656.100 0.3 65,610
]R 360,000 0.75 2"10.000 0~] 2"1.000 20,250 6,750 1.309 0.9 243,000 0,1 24,300

1.332,000 999.000 99,900 899,100 89.910

" Reinforcement 3A 1.500.000 0 4 690,000 0.85 510,000 382,500 127,500 26.240 0.]5 90,000 0.25 22.500 ]6.875 2.8]3
30 690,000 0.4 276,000 0.85 2]4.600 175,950 50.650 - 12,070 0.]5 41.400 0.25 ]0.350 7.763 1.294

2.190.000 " 076.000 744,600 ]31,400 32.850 24.638 4,106

gate 3A 1.337.~00 0 25 334.250 0.4 133.700 ]00.275 33.425 6.879 0.6 200,550 0.25 50,138 ]7,603 6.267Wheel-mounted
3~ 0 0.25 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.25 0 0 0

].]37,000 3]4.250 ]33.700 200.550 50.]]8 37,60] 6,267

90’ diameter jet flow 3A 2.]60.000 0.25 540.000 0,4 216.000 162,00b 54.000 13.133 0.6 324.000 0.25 8].000 60.750 ]0.]25
gate 38 1.080.250 0.25 270,063 0.4 IOR.025 81.0]9 27.006 5.558 0.6 162.038 0.25 40,509 30.382 5.064

3.240,250 810.063 324.025 486,038 12],509 91.]]2 15,]09

Pipe 3A     695.750 0,25 173,938 0.4 69,575 52,181 17,394 3,580 0.6 I04.3~3 0.25 26.091 ]9,568 3.26!
30 ~.012,000 0.25 25],000 0.4 101,200 75,900 25,300 5.207 0.6 151,800 0.25 37.950 20.463 4,744

1.707.750 426,930 170.775 256.163 64,041 40.0~0 R.005

Unl~sted Items 3A 5.175.000 0.4 2.070.000 0.4 828,000 621.000 207,000 42.601 0.6 ~.242,000 0.25 3]0,500 232,875
38 1.468,163 0.4 587,265 0.4 234.906 176.180 58.727 12.086 0.6 352,359 ".0.25 88,090 66,06"]

6.643.163 2,657.265 ].062.906 ].594.]59 398.590 298.942 49,024

Engineering & Design       3A 5.925.000 0.15 888.750 0.75 666.563 666.563~ - 0 ]60.042 0.25 222,188 0.25 55.547 41.660 6.94~
30 1.725.000 0.15 258,750 0.75 154.063 194,063 0 46.594 0.25 64.608 0.25 16.]72 12,129 2.~21

7.650,000 1.147.500 860,625 286,875 71,719 53,789

Contingencies 3A Ii,475,717 0~4 4.590,287 0,4 ].836.115 1.377,086 459.029 94.468 0.6 2.754,172 0 25 688.54] 516.407     06.068
30    3.250,000 0,4 1,300.000 0.4 520.000 390.000 130.000 26.754 0.6 780,000 0 25 199,000 ]46.250     24.$15



Summary: Notice how tile percentage of total cost which remains ill the region Falls oil *apidly. The po*tion of the total cost incurred in the region was estimated to be about fi£ty percent ($16.7M ~ $72.9M).
C:Insideratlon o[ what porcentage of this "in-region" cost actually remained in tile legion ~educed tile ~]tlmate in-region percentage even further. The labor cost analysis eliminated certail~ employee bene[its and
took into consideration the residence and commuting habitats of tile regional wo~k [aloe. Of the $15.~ million in-legion labor cost estimate, only about $4.68 million or about 29.8 percent of the total labor
cost was,expected to ~emaln in the region. Similarly. of the $21.0 million of in-region nonlahor costs, only about 54.49 million or 21.4 percent was assumed to be purchased from within Trinity county.
Combining tile in-region labor and non|abor estimates, ap~roximately $9.17 million or 12.6 percent of the total const~uctlon cost was assumed to truly reflect in-region costs.

Notes:

¯ For all items except engineeri~g and design, 7g% of the in-region labo~ costs were assl~med to reflect contractor skilled labor and 25% contractor general labor. "Contractor skilled labor was adjusted downward
to ~ef|ect wages (lilly (68,6% of labor costs) and was assumed to come f~om outside the r~gion, but within the study area’s commuting area (~nlly I0% of commuter wages were assumed to be spent in ~he reglonl.
General labor was assumed to be obtained via subcontractors [~om within the county, the~e[ore all the general labor costs were assumed spent in t’he region. Example (Contingencies (3B|): Of the 5520,000 of
legion labor costs. 75% were assumed to, represent skilled labor ~ummutill~ from ~ile sur~ouilding counties, wages remaining in the region was assumed at I0% or $26,754 15520.000 " .~5 = 5390.000 ’ .686 = $267,540
.10 = $26,754~. Conversely. general la6or was estimated at $I~0.000 I$520.0g0 * .25 = $130.000). Finally, I00% Of in-region engineering and design costs were assumed to represent skliled federal labor coming
f~om outside the commuting area {an estimate o~. 35% o[ wages was ass~med to be spent in the region to reflect cost o£ lodging and per diem). Example (Englneerln~ & Design (3B)|: $194.06] " .6~6 = $I]].127 ".35

= $46,594,

’~ The contingencies item, while typically part of engineering cost estimates, was also used as a balancing item. Engineers worked from both an itemized cost llst and total costs from previous similar
construction jobs. As a result, the contingencies item was pa*tially estimated by subtracting itemized costs ~rom the total cost estimate. The*elate, the contingencies item varies across the dam mudlfication
options (4A, 4B. aI~d 4CI even for the same dam modification elements (3A, )B, 3C). The adjustment Ol the contingencies element is relatively minor (2/10 of 1 percent of total cost) and doesn’t significantly



M,~billze 3A 1,650,000 0 2 330.000 0.45 148.500 ]]1,375 37,125 7.640 0.55 181.500 0.25 45.375 34,03! ~    5.672

Diversion - bulkhead 3A 1.120 0.75 840 0.6 504 378 126 26 0.4 336 0.25 84 63
20’ ID spillway turlnel ]C 0 0.75 "     0 0.6 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 0.25 0 0 0

1.120 040 504 336 ........ 8~ 63

Excavatlon from abnve 3A 11.125,000 0.75 8,34],750 0.4 3.317.500 2.503.125 834,375 171,714 0.6 5,006,250 0.25 1.251,563 938,672 156,445

11,125.000 8,]4].750 ],317.500 5,006,2~0 1,251,563 938,672 156,445

Excavation from above ]A 1.600,000 0.75 1.200.000 0.4 480.000 360,000 ~ 120,000 24,696 0.6 720,000 0.25 180~000 135.000 22.500

Grouting. drilling 3A 540.000 0.75 405,000 0.~ 162.000 121.50~ 40.500 8.335 0.6 243,000 0.25 60.750 45.563 7,594
3C 0 0.75 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.25 0 0 0

2nd stage tunnel 3C 0 0.75 0 0.45 0 0 0 0 0.55 0 0.25 . 0 0 0

2nd stage sha[t - 3C 0 0.75 . 0 0.45 0 0 O 0 0 55 0 0.25 0 0 0

Concrete for structure    3A 7.200.000 0.75 5.400.000 0 45 2,430.000 1.822,500 607,500 ]25,02~4 0.55 2,970,000 6 2~ 742.500 556.~75
2nd stage chamber 3C 0 0.75 0 0.45 0 0 0 0 0.55 0 0[25 0 0 0

7.200,000 5,400,000 2,430,000 2,970,00{) 742°500 556.~75



Stays, 6" thick for        3A 300.000 0 45 II5,000 0 I 40.500 30,375 10,125 2,084 0.7 94,500 0.25 23.625 17,719 2.95]
excavation 3C 0 0.45 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0.25 0 0 0

300.000 115,000 40.500 94,500 23.629 17,719 2.95]

Cement 3A       972.000 0.75 329.000 0 I 72,900 54.675 .18.225 3.751 0.9 656.100 0.1 65,610
3C 216.000 0.75 162.000 0.I 16.200 12.150 4.050 833 0.9 145.800 0.I 14.580

2.160.000 540,000 216.000 324,000 - 81,0~     60,750 10.125

Contingencies 3A 11.478.130 0 4" 4.591.252 0.4 1,816.501 1,377.376 459,125 94,488 0.6 2.754,751 0.25 688,688 516.516 86.086
3C 1.375.000 0.4 550.000 0.4 220.000 165.000 55,000 11,319 0.6 330,000 0.25 82.500 61.875 10.313

12,853.130 5.141.252 2,056,501 3,084,751 771.188 578.391 96,398

TOTALS: 63,600,000 32.935.205 14,019.704 10.701.457 3,318,246 862,182 ]8,9150501 4.608,590 3,196.)00 566.050

Summary: Notice how the percentage of total cost which remains in the region falls off rapidly. The portion of the total cost incurred in the region was estimated to be a|~t 51.8 percent.what percent@ge of this "in-region- cost actually remained in the region reduced the ultimate in-region percentage even further. The labor cost analys~s elim~I~ated ,-erta{r~ employ(,e |]e~@~ts atldconsideration the residence and commuting habitats of the regional work force. Of the $14.0 million in-region labor cost estimate, only about $4.18 million or ab6ut 29.~ pexcent of the total ]a])~,l c,*st was
expected to remain in the region. Similarly. of the $18.9 mlilion o[ in-region nonlabor costs, only about $4.04 million or 21.4 percent was assumed to be purchased frf,m within thP county. C~,~iIti~l,# th.. inregion, labor and nonlabor estimates, approximately $8.22 million or 12.9 percent of the total construction cost was assumed to truly reflect i~-reqion ~osts.

m



OPTION 4C: 30.000 cfs ~-

4~0,000 ~s:.~oo ~4~.000 2~,~00 s2,~5 ~,~s~ -"~,~0~

3~ o o ~s" o o.~ o o o o o,~          o o.~s          o o o t~
v

1.302,000 520,800 442,680 ~,120 19,5~(} 14.648 "’-~.44i

.......................................

...........................................

.................................................................



unlisted Items 38 1,468.163 0.4 587,265                0~4 234.906 176,180 58.727 12,086 0.6 352,359 0.25 88,090 66,067 ll,Oll
3C 622,500 0~4 249,000 0.4 99.600 74,700 24,900 5,124 0.6 149,400 .0.25 37,350 28,013 4,669

2.090.663 836,265 . 3~4.506 501,759 125,440 94,080 15,680

Engineering & Design 3B    1.725,000 0.15 258,750 0.75 194,063 194,063 0 46.594 0.25 64,688 0.25 16,172 12,129 2,021
3C     712.500 0.15 106.875 0.75 80,156 80.156 0 19,246 0.25 26,719 0.25 6,680 5,010 835

.................................... - ......... r--~ ....................

2.437,500 365,625 274,219 91,406 22,852 17.139 2,856

Contingencies 38 3,250.587 0.4 1.300.235 0 4 520.094 390.070 130,023 26.759 0.6 780.141 0.25 195,035 146,276 24,379
3C 1.375.000 0.4 550.000 0.4 220,000 ]65,000 55,000 ii,319 0.6 330,000 0.25 82,500 61,875 10.]13

..................................

4,625.587 1.850.235 740,094 1,110.141 277,535 208,151 34,692

..................................................................................
TOTALS:       23.080.000                     10,511.488                          4.581.918    3,504.993     1,076,925       287,471                          5.951.570                 1,429,573    1.043,0|9    ]71,837

Summary: Notice how the percentage of total cost which remains in the regimen falls off rapidly. The portion of the total cost incurred in the region was estimated to be about 45.6 percent. Co~*slderatlon of
what percentage of this "in-reglon" cost actually remained in the region *educed the ultlmate in-region percentage even further. The labor cost analysis ellmiI*ated certaln employee benefits anlI took into
consideration tile reside~*ce and commuting habitats of the regi~.nal wolk force. Of the $4.58 million in-reglon l.~bor cost estimate, only abont $[.36 million or about 29.8 percent of tile t.*tal |abor c~.st was
expected to *emaln in the region. Simi]a*ly. of the $5.95 milli,~n nf in-zegiun nonlab~,r costs, only about $1.26 milllon or 21.1 percent was assumed to be purchased from within the county. C~,mblning the ~n-
region labor and nonlabor estimates, approximately $2 62 million o* iI 4 percent of the total construction cost was assumed to truly re~lect in-reglon costs.



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

deducting benefits from in-region labor costs. Thirty-five percent of in-region engineering
wages was assumed to reflect the costs of residing in the region and represents costs remaining
in the region.4 Travel costs are typically included in federal labor cost estimates, along with
wages and benefits, since federal workers purchase and are reimbursed for travel expenses.

Contractor Labor.--All c6nstruction items except engineering and design
were assumed provided by contractors. Contractor costs were divided between skilled and
general labor. The primary contractor was assumed based from outside the region. As a result,
in-region costs for skilled labor were assumed to reflect labor only costs (i.e., exclusive of profit
and overhead). The primary contractor’s skilled labor force was assumed to come from outside
the region, but from within the construction site’s commuting area~ For.commuters, lodging
and the majority food purchases would not be purchased within the region, therefore the
assumption was made that only 10 percent of skilled wages would be expended in the region.
As for federal skilled labor, wages were obtained by extracting benefits from the in-region
skilled labor costs. Finally, the primary contractor was assumed to subcontract to construction
firms within the county to obtain general labor, therefore 100 percent of general labor costs
were assumed to remain in the region. As will be discussed later in this section, the general
labor contracts were handled differently than the skilled labor analysis (i.e., costs were
allocated lump sum to the construction industry).

Contractor Profit.~Costs related to contractor profit varied between in-
region and out-of-region based on assumptions as to the location of the contractor. With the
primary contractor for dam modification based outside the region, those profits were assumed
to exit the region without impact (i.e., deducted to obtain in-region skilled labor costs).
Subcontractors used for general labor were assumed to come from within the county, therefore
those profits were assumed to remain in the county (i.e., all costs were allocated to the in-region
construction industry):

Nonlabor.--In-region nonlabor costs were evaluated through a two step
process. The first step looked at the percent of materials purchased locally (defined as Trinity
or Shasta counties) versus nonlocally. The percent of materials purchased locally was
estimated at 25 percentfor all items except cement where only 10 percent was assumed to Come
from within the two.-county area. Materials purchased within the local area (other than
cement) were assumed to consist of fuel, grease, filters (75%) and minor spare parts (25%). The
second step separated out materials purchased exc.lusively within Trinity county. Given fuel
wholesalers are found in Weaverville, and the proximity of Weaverville to wholesalers in the
City of Redding would force price competition, the assumption was made that 100 percent of
the fuel, grease, and filter costs would be purchased in Trinity county. By contrast, only 50
percent of the costs associated with minor spare parts.were assumed purchased within the
county. Other nonlabor costs (e.g. rental costs for equipment, overhead) are assumed to come
from outside the county.

4 Percentage Estimation: Assuming federal workers stay in Weaverv’ille, Trinity County’s largest town, fiscal

year 1996 lodging and food (per diem) allowances total $66 a day. Allowing a few ~xtra dollars for gas and
incidentals, the assumption was made that $75 a day would be spent in Trinity County. Reclamation design
engineer’s typical fiscal year 1996 pay scale (GS12 & GS13) ranges from $44,600 to $68,900. Midpoint of this range is
$56,750. Dividing this annual gross income by 250 annual working days results in a daily wage of approximately
$227. Dividing our $75 of in-region costs per day by the $227 in engineering wages per day equals 33 percent. This
estimate was rounded up to 35 percent of in-region wages to reflect lodging and per diem costs in the region.

C--093246
(3-093246



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Non-Dam Construction and Maintenance Costs.--Analysis of all non-dam modification
costs were developed on art aggregate as opposed to an itemized basis. Given the relatively
low cost of these non-dam cost elements as compared to the dam modification costs, a less
detailed analysis was pursued. Table TA-14 presents assumptions as to the percent of costs
incurred within Trinity County, the percent federal versus contractor, the percent labor versus
nonlabor costs, etc. Applying these percentages to each cost element provides the in-region
costs used for estimating regional impacts. (Se6 Tables TA-14a through TA-14f.)

Categorization of In-Region Co.sts by Industry.--After separating, o.ut the various ’
elem6nts of in-region labor and nonlabor, the costs were assigned to direct .impact industries
before running the IMPLAN regional input-output analysis model. The following IMPLAN
industries have been selected to reflect each of the labor and nonlabor costs:

Labor Costs.--wages, travel costs, profits

Federal Labor (nonlocals).-- The engineering and design cost
element associated with modifying Trinity Dam is expected tO be provided by Reclamation
engineersfrom Denver. A small portion (15%) of the engineering labor cost (comprised of
wages, benefits, and travel costs) is expected to be incurred in Trinity County. These workers
will be traveling to and staying in the county. As a result, the expectation is for them to incur
in-region lodging, food, and gasoline expenses (assumed 40% lodging, 40% food, and 20%
gasoline expenses) estimated at 35 percent of wages. Actual wages were assumed .to be
immediately sent to permanent residences as opposed to being spent in the region.

- Lodging Costs: IMPLAN Industry # 463, Hotels & Lodging Places

- Food Costs:

50% Restaurants: IMPLAN Retail Industry #454, Eating and Drinking Places was
allocated to Personal Consumption Expenditure (PCE) Industry
#1120, Purchased Meals and Beverages5

50% Grocery Stores:IMPLAN Retail Industry #450, Food Stores was allocated to PCE
Industry # 1111, Food Consumed Off Premises

- Gasoline: IMPLAN Retail Industry #451, Auto Dealers and Service Stations
~ was allocated to PCE Industry #8140, Gasoline & Oil

Contractor Labor (commuters and local residents).~Contractor labor
has been divided between skilled and general labor.

s Retail trade sectors represent pure service. These sectors do not manufacture product, they simply consolidate

goods for consumer purchase. Retail sectors represent the building, utilities, and employees. As such, these sectors
reflect pure margin. As a result, there is a need to bridge between the retail sectors and the actual manufacturing
sectors. The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) personal consumption pattern information is used to make this
bridge.

C--093247
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i SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Table TA-14o Summary of Trinity County Costs

I COSTS of..

Constructio Maintenance Maintenance
n of 47 on 27 Existing on 47 New Expanded

I Cost Percentages New River River River Spawning Expanded Watershed
Restoration Restoration Restoration Gravel Dredging Protection
Sites Sites Sites Placement Program Program

. 1) % Incurred in Trinity 100 100 100 1 O0 1 O0 1 O0
County: ,
2) Federal vs Contractor ~ost:

- Federal/County
- Contractor 33 50 50 50 50 0

66 50 50 50 50 1 O0

3) Federal Cost:

- Labor:                       1 O0 1 O0 1 O0 1 O0 1 O0 0
- Nonlabor:                       0 0 0 0 0 0
- Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0 0

i" 4) Contractor Cost:

- Labor: 75 100 75 75 75 25
- Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 50

, - Profit & Overhead: 25 0 25 25 25 25

5) Federal Labor:

.i - County Residents:
- Commuters:                    0 0 0 0 0 0
- Nonlocals: 50 100 75 75 75 0

50 0 25 25 25 0

t, 6) Contractor Labor:

- County Residents: 100 100 100 :100 50 50

I, - Commuters: 0 0 0 0 50 50
- Nonlocals: 0 0 0 0 0 0

7) Labor Costs Staying in
County (both Federal and
Contractor):

- County Residents: "
- Commuters: 100 100 100 100 100 100

i - Nonlocals: 10 10 10 10 10 10
35 35 35 35 35 35

I 37

C--093248
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Table TA-14a1. CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR NEW RIVER RESTORATION SITES: Construction costs for the new river rehabilitation sites are defined as temporary annual
costs. Within the first 3 years after project implementation, 27 of the planned 47 projects are scheduled for construction. The remaining 20 projects are scheduled for construction in years
4 to 6. Compared to the long term periodic and annual maintenance costs, lhese construction costs, will ullimately have an anticipated end date. Instead of lumping the entire $13,350,000
of estimated construction costs for the 47 new river restoration sites into one up-front figure, the decision was made to estimate regional impacts on an annual basis. In years 1-3,
$2,450,000 of construction costs would be incurred annually (8 channel restoration sites at $300,000 and 1 side channel site at $50,000) resulting in $1,170,200 of in-region costs. See
Table 6A2 and 6A3 for construction costs for years 4-5 and 6 respectively.

ALTERNATIVES
Cost Elements:                       Percentages

No Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State Preferred
Action Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit

1. Annual Construction Costs 0 0 2,450,000 2,450,000 2,450,000 0 2,450,000

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 0 0 2,450,000 2,450,000 2,450,000 0 2,450,000

3. In-Region Government vs Contractor Costs:

Federal Gov’t Costs:
Contractor Costs: 33.3 0 0 816,700 816,70.0 816,700 0 816,700

66.6 0 0 1,633,300 1,633,300 1,633,300 0 1,633,300 03
4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail: In- I

Region I Wages
Federal Gov’t Cost Detail:                           (%} I (%)                                                                                                       ~1

Labor: 100 68.6 0 0 560,300 560,300 560,300 0 560,300
Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0 03

Contractor Cost Detail:
Labor: 75 68.6 0 0 840,300 840,300 840,300 0 840,300

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: 25 0 0 408,300 408,300 408,300 0 408,300

5. In-Region Labor Detail: IRemains
lin-
IRegion

Federal Workforce: (%) I (%7
% County Residents 0 100 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Local Commuters 50 10 0 0 28,000 28,000 28,000 0 28,000

% Nonlbcal 50 35 0 0 98,000 98,000 98,000 0 98,000

Contract Labor:
% County Residents 100 100 0 0 840,000 840,00.0 840,000 0 840,000
% Local Commuters 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0

Contractor Profit: 50 100 .0 0 204,200 204,200 240,200. 0 240,200

6. In-Region Nonlabor Detail: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7. Total In-Region Costs: 0 0 1,170,200 1,170,200 1,170,200 0 1,170,200

Note: Contract is expected to 9o to a local company. As a result, profit was assumed to remain in Trinity County (profit is estimated at 50% of profit and overhead item).



Table TA-14a2. CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR NEW RIVER RESTORATION SITES: Annual construction costs for years 4 and 5 ($2,100,000 of construction costs would be
incurred annually comprised of 7 channel restoration sites at $300,000 each).

ALTERNATIVES
Cost Elements: Percentages

No Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State    Preferred
Action Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit

1. Annual Construction Costs 0 0 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 0 2,100,000

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 0 0 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 0 2,100,000

3. In-Region Government vs Contractor Costs:

Federal Gov’t Costs:
Contractor Costs: 33.3 0 0 700,000 700,0.00 700,000 0 700,000

66.6 0 0 1,400,000 1,400,000 1,400,000 0 1,400,000

4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail:           In-    I
Region I Wages

Federal Gov’t Cost Detail: (%) ¯ I (%)
Labor: 100 68.6 0 0 480,200 480,200 480,200 0 480,200

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contractor Cost Detail:
Labor: 75 68.6 0 0 720,300 720,300 720,300 0 720,300

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: ¯ 25 0 0 350,000 350,000 350,000 0 350,000

5. In-Region Labor Detail: IRemains

IRegion
Federal Workforce: (%)1(%)

% County Residents 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.... % Local Commuters 50 10 0 0 24,000 24,000 24,000 0 24,000

% Nonlocal 50 35 0 0 84,000 . 84,000 84,000 0 84,000

Contract Labor:
% County Residents 100 100 0 0 :720,300 720,300 720,:~00 0 720,300
% Local Commuters 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0" 0

Contractor Profit: 50 100 0 0 175,000 175,000 175,000 0 175,000

6. In-Region Nonlabor Detail: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7. Total In-Region Costs: 0 0 1,003,300 1,003,300 1,003,300.. 0 1,003,300

Note: Contract is expected to go to a local compan}’. As a result, profit was assumed to remain in Trinit}’ Count}, (profit is estimated at 50% of profit and overhead item).



Table TA-14a3. CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR NEW RIVER RESTORATION SITES: Annual construction costs for year 6 ($1,800,000 of construction costs would be incurred O
annually comprised of 6 channel restoration sites at $300,000 each).

ALTERNATIVES
Cost Elements:                       Percentages

No Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State Preferred
Action Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permi:t

1. Annual Construction Costs 0 0 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,80(~,000. 0 1,800,000

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 0 0 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,800,000 0 1,800,000

3. In-Region Government vs Contractor Costs:

Federal Gov’t Costs:
Contractor Costs: 33.3 0 0 600,000 600,000 600,000 0 600,000

66.6 0 0 1,200,000 1,800,000 1,800,000 0 1,800,000

4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail:           In-    I
Region I Wages

Federal Gov’t Cost Detail: (%) I (%)
Labor: 100 68.6 0 0 411,600 411,600 411,600 0 411,600 ~’=

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¯ 0 0 14")Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contractor Cost Detail:
Labor: 75 68.6 0 0 617,400 617,400 617,400 0 617,400

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 03
Profit & Overhead: 25 0 0 300,000 300,000 300,000 0 300,000

15. In-Region Labor Detail: IRemains
lin-
IRegion

Federal Workforce: (%)1(%)
% County Residents 0 100 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0
% Local Commuters 50 10 0 0 20,600 20,600 20,600 0 20,600

% Nonlocal 50 35 0 0 72,000 72,000 72,000 0 72,000

Contract Labor:
% County Residents 100 100 0 0 617,400 617,400 617,400 0 617,400
% Local Commuters 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contractor Profit: 50 100 0 0 150,000 150,00,0 150,000 0 150,000

6. In-Region Nonlabor Detail: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7. Total In-Region Costs: 0 0 860,000 860,000 860,000 0 860,000

Note: Contract is expected to {]o to a local compan},. As a result, ~profit was assumed to remain in Trinity County (profit is estimated at 50% of profit and overhead item).



ALTERNATIVES
Cost Elements:                       Percentages

No Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State    Preferred
Action Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit

1. Annual Maintenance Costs 3000 0 0 0 3000 0 0

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 3000 0 0 0 3000 0 0

3. In-Region Government vs Contractor Costs:

Federal Gov’t Costs:
Contractor Costs: 50 1500 0 0 0 1500 . , 0 0

50 1500 0 0 0 1500 0 0

4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail: In-
Region I Wages

Federal Gov’t Cost Detail: (%) I (%)
Labor: 100 68.6 1029 0 0 0 1029 0 0

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contractor Cost Detail:
Labor: 100 68.6 1029 0 0 0 1029 0 0

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5. Ir~-Region Labor Detail: IRemains
lin-
~Region

Federal Workforce: (%) I(%)
"% County Residents 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Local Commuters 100 10 103 0 0 0 103 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contract Labor:
% County Residents 100 100 1029 0 0 0 1029 0 0
% Local Commuters 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 ¯ 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6. In-Region Nonlabor Detail: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7. Total In-Region Costs: 1132 0 0 0 1132 0 0



Table TA-14c. MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR NEW RIVER RESTORATION SITES: Periodic maintenance costs of 47 new channel restoration and side channel river habitat proiects.
For the affected alternatives, the maintenance plan included $6,000 every three years for vegetation removal and $30,000 every five years for removal of mot systems and opening of
side channels. The calculation below focuses on the $30,000 maintenance. Since the in-region costs are minor Oust over $11,000), this element was n~t included in the regional
impact analysis.

ALTERNATIVES
Cost Elements:                       Percentages

No Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State Preferred
Action Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit

1. Annual Maintenance Costs 0 0 0 0 30,000 0 0

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 0 0 0 0 30,000 0 0

3. In-Region Government vs Contractor Costs:

Federal Gov’t Costs:
Contractor Costs: 50 0 0 0 0 15,000 0 0

50 0 0 0 0 15,000 0 0

4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail:           In-    I                                                                                                                14")
Region I Wages

Federal Gov’t Cost Detail: (%) I (%) ~1
Labor: 100 68.6 0 0 0 0 10,290 0. 0

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: ~0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 03

Contractor Cost Detail:
Labor: 75 68.6 0 0 0 0 7,720 0 0

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: 25 0 0 0 0 3,750 0 0

5. In,Region Labor Detail: IRemains
lin-
IRegion

Federal Workforce: (%) I (%)
% County Residents 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Local Commuters 75 10 0 0 0 0 770 0 0

% Nonlocal 25 35 0 0 0 0 900 0 0

Contract Labor:
% County Residents 100 100 0 0 0 0 7,720 0 0
% Local Commuters 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6. I.n-Region Nonlabor Detail: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7. Total In-Re~]ion Costs: 0 0 0 0 11,265 0 0



Table TA-14dl. MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR SPAWNING GRAVEL: Annual placement of fish spawning gravel. This cost element was the only analysis where the increment from
the No Action alternative had to be calculated. For all other cost elements included in the regional analysis, the increment was equivalent to the total cost of that element since the No O
Action alternative had no costs.

The No Action Alternative was estimated to average $68,000 annually. Since this is an on-going program, this spending doesn’t reflect additional impact to the region (true for the
Mechanical Restoration Alternative as well since it assumes’the same level of spending as No Action). As a result, only the change in spending for each alternative relative to the No
Action Alternative may create regional economic impacts. Finally, since the additional in-region spending associated with both the Percent inflow and State Permit Alternatives is so
Sma I, these costs were not ncluded in the reg ona ana ys s.

1. Maintenance Costs for Spawning Gravel (Weighted Averages across all water year types):

Change in Spending Compared to the No Action Alternative
Cost Elements:                       Percentages

Maximum Flow Flow Evaluation Percent Inflow State Permit Preferred
Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative

1. Annual Spawning Gravel Costs + 260,300 + 138,500 - 49,100 + 6,000 + 138,500

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 + 260,300 + 138,500 - 49,100 + 6,000 + 138,500

3. In-Region Government vs Conlractor Costs:

Federal Gov’t Costs: 50 + 130,200 + 69,300 - 24,600 + 3,000 + 69,300 ~,
Contractor Costs: 50 + 130,100 + 69,200 - 24,500 + 3,000 + 69,200

4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail: In-’
’Region I Wages

Federal Gov’t Cost Detail: (%) I I%)
Labor: - 100 68.6 + 89,300 + 47,500 - 16,900 + 2,100 ¥ 47,500

Noniabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 03
Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0 0

Contractor Cost Detail:
Labor: 75 68.6 + 66,900 + 35,600 - 12,600 + 1,500 + 35,600

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: 25 + 32,500 ~.. + 17,300 - 6,100 + 800 + 17,300

5. In-Region Labor Detail: IRemains
lin-Region

FederalWorkforce: (%) I (%)
% County Residents 0 100 0 0 0 0 0
% Local Commuters 75 10 + 6,700 + 3,600 - 1,300 + 200 + 3,600

% Nonlocal 25 35 + 7,800 + 4,200 - 1,500 + 200 + 4,200

Contract La.bor:                                                                                                       "
% County Residents 100 100 + 66,9.00 + 35,60.0 - 12,600 + 1,500’" + 35,600
% Local Commuters 0 10 0 0 0 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0 0

Contractor Profit: 50 100 + 16,300 + 8,700 - 3,100 + 400 + 8,700

6. In-Region Nonlabor Detail: 0 0 0 0 0

7. Total In-Region Costs: + 97,700 + 52,100 - 18,500 + 2,300 + 52,100



Table TA-14d2. MAINTENANCE COSTS FOR SPAWNING GRAVEL: Annual placement of fish spawning gravel. This cost element was the only analysis where the increment from the                     O
No Action alternative had to be calculated. For all other cost elements included in the regional analysis, the increment was equivalent to the total cost of that element since the No Action
alternative had no costs.

2. Maintenance Costs for Spawning Gravel (Extremely Wet water years): Periodic placement of fish spawning gravel. Extremely wet years required the most spawning gravel
, placement. All other water year types would require less grave~ placement and would produce insignificant regional impacts. As a result, regional impacts were only estimated for the
extremely wet water year type.

Change in Spending Compared to No Action Alternative
Cost Elements:                       Percentages

Maximum Flow Flow Evaluation Percent Inflow Preferred Alternative
Alternative Alternative Alternative

1. Annual Spawning Gravel Costs + 1,536,000 + 518,000 - 371,000 + 518,000

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 + 1,536,000 + 518,000 - 371,000 + 518,000

3. In-Region Government vs Contractor Costsi

Federal Gov’t Costs: 50 + 768,000 + 259,000 - 185,500 + 259,000
Contractor Costs: 50 + 768,000 + 259,000 - 185,500 + 259,000 14)

4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail:           In-    I
Region I Wages                                                                                                     ~1

Federal Gov’t Cost Detail: (%) I (%)
Labor: 100 68.6 + 526,800 + 177,700 - 127,300 + 177,700

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 03
Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0

Contractor Cost Detail: I
Labor: 75 68.6 + 395,100 + 133,300 - 95,200 + 133,300

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: 25 + 192,000 .. + 64,800 - 46,300 + 64,800

5. In-Region Labor Detail: IRemains
{in-Region

(%)
Federal Workforce:

% County Residents 0 100 0 0 0 0
% Local Commuters 75 10 + 39,500 + 13,300 9,500 + 13,300

% Nonlocal 25 35 + 46,100 + 15,600 - 11,100 + 15,600

Contract Labor:
% County Residents 100 100 + 395,100 + 133,300 - 95,200 + 133,300
% Local Commuters 0 10 0 0 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0

Contractor Profit: 50 100 + 96,000 + 32,400 - 23,200 + 32,400

6. In-Region Nonlabor Detail: 0 0 ¯ 0 0

7. Total In-Region Costs: + 576,700 + 194,600 - 139,000 + 194,600



, Table TA-14e. E.XP.ANDED DREDGING PROGRAM COSTS: Program implemented only for the Mechanical Restoration Alternative.

ALTERNATIVES
Cost Elements:                       Percentages

No Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State Preferre
Action Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit d

1. Annual Dredging Costs 0 0 0 0 200,000 0 0

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 0 0 0 0 200,000 0 0

3. In-Region Government vs Contractor Costs:

Federal Gov’t Costs:
Contractor Costs: 50 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 0

50 0 0 0 0 100,000 0 0

4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail:           In-    I
Region I Wages

Federal Gov’t Cost Detail: (%) I (%)
Labor: 100 68.6 0 0 0 0 68,600 0 0                         ~,~

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14")

Contractor Cost Detail:
Labor: 75 68.6 0 0 0 0 51,500 0 0

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 03Profit & Overhead: 25 0 0 0 0 25,000 0 0

5. In-Region Labor Detail: IRemains I
lin-Region I

Federal Workforce:
% County Residents 0 100 0 .’. 0 0 0 0 0 0
% Local Commuters 75 10 0 0 , 0 0 5,100 0 0

% Nonlocal 25 35 0 0 0 0 6,000 0 0

Contract Labor:
% County Residents 50 100 0 0 0 0 27~8.00 0" 0
% Local Commuters 50 10 0 0 0 0 2,600 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 ’ 0 0

Contractor Profit: 50 10,0 12,500

6. In-Region Nonlabor Detail: 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 0

7. Total In-Region Costs: 0 0 0 0 54,.000 0 0



Table TA-14f. EXPANDED WATERSHED PROTECTION PROGRAM COSTS: Annual costs of expanded watershed protection program (i.e., road maintenance and road ~
rehabilitation/obliteration). Road maintenance element is perpetual, the road rehabilitation/obliteration is projected to last 22 years. Program implemented only for the Mechanical O
Restoration and Preferred Alternatives.

COST OPTIONS
Cost Elements: Percentages

Annual Road Maintenance (Perpetual) Road Rehabilitation/Obliteration

Initial Level 22 Year Average Long-Term Level ¯ 22 Year Average

1. Annual Watershed Protection Costs 1,781,000 1,425,000 1,069,000 1,123,000

2. Percent of Costs Incurred In-Region 100 1,781,000 1,425,000 1 069 000 1,123,000

3. In-Region Government vs Contractor Costs:

Federal Gov’t Costs:                                  0 0 0 0 0
Contractor Costs: 100 1,781,000 1,425,000 1,069,000 1,123,000

4. In-Region Government vs Contractor Detail:           In-    I
Region I Wages

Federal Gov’t Cost Detail: (%) I (%)
Labor: 0 68.6 0 0 0 0 ~

Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0" 14")
Profit & Overhead: 0 0 0 0 0

Contractor Cost Detail:
Labor: 25 68.6 305,440 244,390 183,330 192,600 O~

Nonlabor: 50 890,500 712,500 534,500 561,500 03
Profit & Overhead: 25 445,250 356,250 267,250 280,800

5. In-Region Labor Detail: , IRemains ~
lin-Region

(%) ~(%)                                                                               O
Federal Workforce:

% County Residents 0 100 0 ~ 0 0 0
% Local Commuters 0 10 0 0 0 0

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0

Contract Labor:
% County Residents 50 100 152,700 122,200 91,700 96,300
% Local Commuters 50 10 15,300 12,200 9,200 9,600

% Nonlocal 0 35 0 0 0 0

Contractor Profit: 50 100 222,600 178,100 133,600 140,400

6. In-Region Nonlabor Detail: IBought
lin-Region

(%) I(%)

% Equipment Rental: 67 50 298,300 238,700 179,100 .188,100
% Building Materials: 33 50 146,900 117,600 88,200 92,600

7. Total In-Region Costs: 835,800 668,800 501,800 527,000



SOClOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Skilled Contractor Labor (commuters).--Skilled labor is assumed to come
from outside Trinity County, but from within the commuting area. Since commuters do not
stay in the region, only a small percentage of their wages was assumed to be spent in the region
(assumed 10%). Given lodging costs are not involved, expenditures were assumed to be
comprised of food (2/3 of in-region wages) and gasoline (1/3 of in-region wages).

- Food Costs:

50% Restaurants: IMPLAN Retail Industry #454, Eating and Drinking Places was
allocated to PCE Industry # 1120, Purchased Meal~ and Beverages

50% Grocery Stores: IMPLAN Retail Industry #450, Food Stores was allocated to PCE
Industry # 1111, Food Consumed Off Premises

- Gasoline: IMPLAN Retail Industry #451, Auto Dealers and Service Stations
was allocated to PCE Industry #8140, Gasoline & Oil

General Contractor Labor (local residents).--Dam modification general
labor is assumed to come via Trinity County subcontractor. Therefore, all general laborer
wages were assumed to remain in the county. Since detail was unavailable as to contractor
labor costs and profitability, the entire labor cost component (i.e. labor, benefits, overhead, and
profit) was handled as a lump sum and allocated to the new government facilities construction
industry (IMPLAN Industry #54). In this way, the IMPLAN model handles the regional
allocation of the various labor cost sub-elements based on industry averages.

Fo~ all non-dam cost elements, contractors were also assumed located in Trinity County.
Previous experience with these types of construction and maintenance elements allowed for
separation of contractor costs into labor, overhead, and profit components. Local laborer wages
were allocated across various expenditure categories within the county using IMPLAN’s low
wage level personal.consumption expenditure (PCE-low) procedure which IMPLAN derived
by updating a 1985 national.consumer expenditure survey to 1992 dollars.

Contractor Profit.--For dam modification, the primary contractor’s
profit would not create local impacts since the contractor was assumed to be based outside the
county. The general contractor was expected to cqme from Trinity County, therefore those
profits were assumed to create regional impacts. By lumping the entire general contractor cost
into the new government facilities construction industry (IMPLAN Industry #54), the impact of
in-region profit is considered.

For all non-dam elements, the contractors were also a~sumed to be based in Trinity County.
Since prior experience with these types of construction and maintenance elements allowed for
estimation of contractor profitability (50 percent of overhead and profit item), profits were
allocated across various in-region expenditure categories based on IMPLAN’s medium wage
personal consumption expenditure (PCE-med) procedure. The in-region impact from
profitability was based on the assumption that contractor businesses were organized as either a
sole proprietorship or partnership (i.e. profits would be passed on to local individuals).

47
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SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Nonlabor Costs.--Nonlabor costs are associated with dam modification
and expanded watershed program costs only. All other construction and maintenance cost
elements involve labor only. In-region nonlabor costs were expected to be limited to building
materials (i.e., fuel and lubricants, minor spare parts, and cement), and heavy equipment rental.

Fuel & Lubricants: IMPLAN Retail Industry #451, Auto Dealers and Service Stations was
allocated to PCE Industr3) #8140, Gasoline & Oil

50% Auto Parts: tMPLAN Retail Industry #451, Auto Dealers and ServiceMinorSpareParts:
Stations was allocated 50 percen~ to PCE Industry #8!21, Tires and Tubes
and 50 percent to PCE Industry #8122, Auto Accessories and Parts

50% Building Materials: IMPLAN Retail Industry #448, Building
Materials and Gardening Supplies was allocated to PCE Industry #5440,
Hand Tools

Cement: IMPLAN Retail Industry #448, Building Materials and Gardening
Supplies was allocated to PCE Industry #5440, Hand Tools

Equipment Rental: IMPLAN Industry #473, Equipment Rental and Leasing

Tables TA’15a, 15b, and 15c extract in-region cost information by cost element (i.e. dam
modification construction, river restoration site construction, spawning gravel placement, etc.)
and alternative from Tables TA-13 and T.K-14 and apply the cost allocation percentages by
industry presented above. These calculations result in estimates of in-region costs by industry.

Comparison Bases and Evaluation Criteria.mSince the Trinity EIS/EIR is intended to address
both federal and state environmental documentation requirements, two different comparisons
bases are necessary. For the federal NEPA analysis, all alternatives are compared back to the
No Action Alternative. Given the largest of the costs are incurred up-front, and it is expected
that these costs wouldn’t actually start until year 2001, the decision was made to compa.re cost.
impacts Go estimates of the modeled 2001 Trinity County economy. For the state CEQA
analysis, "existing conditions" is the comparison base. In addition, only the Preferred
Alternative is compared to "existing conditions" as opposed to all alternatives. To insure that
the CEQA comparison is legitimate, modeled estimates of existing conditions are compared to
modeled Preferred Alternative impacts. For Prosim based analyses, of which the cost analysis
is not one, a Prosim run was generated to reflect 1995 conditions. Given the orientation to 1995,
the CEQA cost analysis compares Preferred Alternative impacts to modeled estimates of the
1995 Trinity County economy. Therefore, despite that fact that costs are assumed to be the
same for both the No Action Alternative and Existing Conditions comparison bases (all No
Action Alternative costs reflect on-going programs and are therefore equivalent to existing
conditions), the different year orientations of the NEPA and CEQA analyses imply somewhat
different representations of the overall regional economy for these analyses.

For all regional analyses, three levels of comparison are being performed: 1) total economic
effects which considers aggregated impacts across all sectors, 2) economic effects by sector
which focuses on the impacts within each sector, and 3) analyses of more affected groups which
attempt to target more affected persons or businesses. Given the more affected group analysis
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SOCIOECONOMtCS TECHNtCAL APPENDIX

is largely qualitative, the decision was made to evaluate the importance of economic impacts
based on the top two quantitative comparisons. For the cost analysis, total and sector level
employment impacts were compared to estimates of both 2001 and 1995 Trinity County
employment. To be claimed substantial, a change in employment needed to exceed a threshold
of five percent of total county employment or 10 jobs and twenty percent of a given sector’s
employment.

Projected estimates of Trinity County employment in both 2001 and 1995 are presented under
the NEPA and CEQA results sections respectively. Differences between "actual" measured
economic conditions in 1995 and modeled conditions in 1995 will inevitably occur.

NEPA Results - Regional Impacts by Alternative Compared to No Action Alternative.--The
in-region costs by industry presented in Tables TA-15a through 15c were run through the
input-output model (IMPLAN) to calculate regional impacts by alternative as compared to the
No Action Alternative. Regional impacts for the No Action Alternative were not estimated
since all costs stemmed from on-going programs and are therefore already embedded within
current estimates of regional economic activity. The comparison to the No Action Alternative
ensures the incremental (decremental) effects of each alternative under consideration are
explicitly identified. Table TA-17 reflects the results generated by running the industry by
industry in-region costs for each cost category through IMPLAN’s impact analysis module.

Current estimates of Trinity County employment, consistent with the No Action Alternative,
were projected to year 2001 to align with the anticipated starting date of the initial cost
components (see Table TA-16). Year 2001 employment was estimated by projecting 1992 base
year employment data from IMPLAN. Since the IMPLAN model is being used to estimate the
impacts by alternative, the decision was made to use IMPLAN results to generate estimates of
the 2001 economy so as to compare modeled results on both ends of the comparison. For all
sectors except agriculture and commercial fishing, the projection was based on a ratio of
projected 2001 population divided by 1992 population. Using population estimates and
projections published by the California Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit
(State of California, 1998), a popula.tion growth factor of 3.5 percent was estimated from 1992 to
2001 for Trinity County.(1992 population: .13147, 2001 population projection: 13605). For
agriculture and commercial fishing, different approaches were used to account for the
likelihood that th6se sectors would grow at a pace slower than the general population. For the
commercial fishing sector, the assumption was made that fisheries improvements would not
occur in the short-term, therefore no growth was assumed between 1992 and 2001. For the
agricultural sectors, anticipated growth was targeted at the lower of the population growth rate
or .5 percent per year based on results from the Central Valley Production Model (CVPM). For
the 1992 to 2001 period, the population growth rate was applied.
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Table TA-15a. IN-REGION TOTAL DAM MODIFICATION COSTS BY INDUSTRY (Temporary Up-Front Costs)

Maximum Flow Alternative:
COST ELEMENT: IMPLAN/BEA I

Industry Option 4A
I

Option 4B Option 4C
~INfifi ~1                                                                  ""’~"°"

1. Labor Waves:

a. Federal Skilled $ 206.6 $179.3 $ 65.8

- Lodging (40%) 463 82.7 71.6 26.2

- Restaurant 120%) 454/1120 41.3 35.9 13.2

- Food Stores 120%) 450/1111 41.3 35.9 13.2

- Gas (20%) 451/8140 41.3 35.9 13.2
,~,,~

b. Contractor Skilled $ 763.5 $ 682.9 $ 221.6

- Restaurant 133,.3%) 454/1120 254.6 227.7 73.9

- Food Stores t33.3%) 450/1111 254.6 227.7 " 73.9

- Gas 133.3)    ’ 451/8140 254.3 227.5 ’73.8’

c. Contractor General 154 ! $3,709.8 I $3,318.2 I 51,076.9

2. Nonlabor:

- Fuel & Lubricants 451/8140 $ 3,772.6 $ 3,396.3 $1,043.0

- Spare Pads:Tires & Tubes 451/8121 $ 157.2 $ 141.6 $ ~3.5

Accessories&Pads 451/8122 $ 157.2 $ 141.5 $ 43.4

- Spare Pads: BId~ Mat 448/5440 $ 314.4 $ 283.0 $ 86.9

- Cement 448/5440 $ 89.9 $ 80.2 $. 38.9



Table TA-15b. IN-REGION ANNUAL NON-DAM MODIFICATION COSTS BY INDUSTRY

COST ELEMENT: Te.mporary Annual Costs: Long Term Ann~al Costs o,
(1000 $)

Construct River Sites Change in Spawning Gravel Costs Compared to No Action Expanded
Alternative: Dredging

Flow Evaluation, Percent Inflow, Program
IMPLAN/BEA Mechanical Restoration, & Preferred Maximum Flow Flow Evaluation/ Percent

Industry Alternatives Alternative: Preferred Alternative: Inflow Mechanical
Number Alternative: Restoration

Alternative
Annual      Ext. Wet     Annual     Ext. Wet    Ext. Wet Year

I [ Average Year Average Year
Years 1-3 Years 4-5 Year 6

1. Labor Welles/Profit:

a. Federal Nonlocals 98.0 84.0 72.0 7.8 46.1 4.2 15.6 ¯ _ -11.1 6.0

- Lodging (40%) 39.2 33.6 28.8 3.1 18,5 1.7 6.3 -4.5 2.4
463 ’

- Restaurant (20%) 19,6 16.8 14.4 1,6 9,2 .9 3.1 -2.2 1.2
454/1120

- Food Stores (20%) 19.6 16.8 14.4 1.6 9.2 .8 3.1 -2.2 1.2
450/1111

- Gas (20%) 19.6 16.8 14.4 1.5 9.2 .8 3.1 -2.2 1.2 ~1
451/8140 ’

b. Fed. & Contractor Commuters                 28.0 24.0. 20.6 6.7 39.5 3.6 13.3 -9.5             7.7

- Restaurant (33.3%) 9.4 8.0 6.9 2.3 13.2 1.2 4.5 -3.2 2.6
454/1120

- Food Stores (33.3%)                        9.3          8.0          6.9        ¯, 2.2 13.2 1.2 4.4 -3.2 2.6
450/1111

- Gas (33.3) 9.3 8.0 6.8    i 2.2 13.1 1.2 4.4 -3.1 2.5
451/8140

c. Contractor Residents 840.0 720.3 617.4 66.9 395.1 35.6 133.3 -95.2 27.8
PCE-Iow

d. Contractor Profit PCE- 204.2 175.0 150.0 16.3 96.0 8.7 32.4 -23.2 12.5
medium .

2. Nonlabor: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total In-Re,lion Costs: 11,17o.21 1.003.3 I 860.0 I 97.7 1576.7 I 52.1 1194.6 I L139.0 I 54.0



Table TA-15c. IN-REGION ANNUAL EXPANDED WATERSHED PROGRAM COSTS BY INDUSTRY (Mechanical Restoration and Preferred Alternatives)

ROAD MAINTENANCE COSTS ROAD TOTAL COSTS
COST ELEMENT: REHABILITATION

(Duration: Perpetual) & OBLITERATION (Sum of Road Maintenance and Road Rehabil|tation and
($1000) COSTS Obliteration .Costs)

IMPLAN/BEA (Duration: 22
INDUSTRY Years)

NUMBER
Initial Year 22 Year Perpetual 22 Year Average Initial Year 22 Year Year 22 Long-Term

Average (Starting: Average (Beyond Year 22)
22’~ Year)

1. Labor Wages/Profit:

a. Contractor Commuters: $15.3 $ 12.2 $ 9.2 $ 9.6 $ 24.9 $ 21.8 $ 18.8 $ 9.2

- Restaurant (33.3%) $ 5.1 $ 4.1 $ 3.1 $ 3.2 $ 8.3 $ 7.3 $ 6,3 $ 3.1
454/1120 ~’~

-FoodSt0res(33.3%) $ 5.1 $ 4.1 $ 3.1 $ 3.2 $ 8.3 $ 7.3 $ 6.3 $ 3.1
45011111

- Gas (33.3%) $ 5.1 $ 4.0    $ 3.0 $ 3.2 $ 8.3 $ 7.2 $ 6.2 $ 3.1 03

451/8140

- I
b. Contractor Residents PCE-Iow $152.7 $122.2 $ 91.7 $ 96.3 $ 249.0 $ 218.5 $188.0 $ 91.7

c. Contractor Profit PCE-Medium $222.6 $178.1 $ 133.6 $ 140.4 $ 363.0 $ 318.5 $274.0 $ 133.6

2. Nonlabor:

- Equipment Rental $ 298.3 $ 238.7 $ 179.1 $ 188.1 $ 486.4 $ 426.8 $ 367.2 $ 179.1
473

- Building Materials $146.9 $117.6 $ 88.2 $ 92.6 $ 239.5 $ 210.2 $180.8 $ 88.2
448/5440

3. Total In-Region Costs: $ 835.8 $ 668.8 $ 501.8 $ 527.0 $ 1,362.8 $1,195.8 $1,028.8 $ 501.8



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Table TA-16. Projected 2001 Trinity County Employmedt Information

Jobs in 1992 Modeled 2001 Jobs 2 Percent of 2001
Employment by Industry (from IMPLAN) 1 (growth rate: 3.5%) Job Total

Agriculture 260 269 5.4

Forestry ¯ 68 70 1.4

Commercial Fisheries 54 54 1.1

Mining 17 18 .4

Construction 367 380 7.6

Manufacturing 595 616 12.3

Transportation & Public Utilities 122 126 2.5

Wholesale Trade 103 107 2.1

Retail Trade 737 763 15.2

- Food Stores 187 194

- Eating & Drinking Places 221 229

- Automotive Dealers & Service Stations 53 55

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 187 194 3.9

Services 995 1030 20.5

- Lodging 183 189

Government 1343 1390 27.7

Other 23 23

Total: 4871 5040 100

Sources~ 1) 1992 IMPLAN Base Year Information for Trinity County.
2) Projected from 1992 IMPLAN employment estimates, projection approach varies by sector.
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Table TA-17. REGIONAL IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE AND COST TYPE

Regional Impact Units ANALYZED AS: ANALYZED AS: ANALYZED AS: LONG TERM, ANNUAL IMPACTS
Measures TEMPORARY, UP TEMPORARY,

FRONT ANNUAL ANNUAL IMPACTS
IMPACTS

Dam Modification Construct 27 river Spawning Gravel Placement: Expanded
Alternatives and Sites: Dredging

Options: Program
Flow Evaluation,

Maximum Flow AIt. Percent Inflow, & Maximum Flow Flow Evaluation Percent Mechanical
Options: Mechanical Alternative Alternative Inflow Restoration

Restoration Alts. Alternative Alternative

4A 4B 4C Wtd. Extreme Wtd. Extreme Extreme
Average Wet Year Average Wet Year Wet Year

DURATION (Years): yrs yrs yr 1 yrs yrs yr LiT, L/T, 1 in 12 I_fT, L/T, 1 in L/T, 1 in 12 L/T, annual
1-2 1-2 1-3 4-5 6 annual years annual 12 years years

I. Direct Effects                                                                                                                                        03

Final Demand/Total $M 4.3 3.9 2.5 .79 .68 .58 .067 .39 .036 .133 (.095) .038
Industr~ Output

I
Total Place of Work $M 2.0 1.8 1.2 .41 .35 .30 .034 .20 .018 .068 (.048) .019
IPoW) Income

Employment Jobs 49 44 28 14 12 11 1 7 1 3 (2) 1

II. Direct + Indirect + Induced Effects:

Total Industry Output $M 6.i 5.4 3.5 1.23 1.05 .9 .1 .61 .054 .206 (.145) .058

Total Place of Work $M 2.9 2.6 1.7 .63 .54 .46 .052 .31 .028 .105 (.074) .03
(PoW) Income

Employment Jobs 75 68 43 21 18 16 2 11 1 4 (3) 1

.Note: Numbers in parenthesis { ) reflect reductions as compared to No Action/current levels of economic activity.



Table TA-17. REGIONAL IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE AND COST TYPE Continued...

Expanded Watershed Protection Program - Mechanical Restoration Alternative Only

Regional . Units Road.Maintenance Road Rehabilitation Road Maintenance & Rehabilitation Totals
Impact
Measures Initial Year Year 22 22-Year 22-Year Average Initial Year Year 22 22-Year Long-Term

Average Average

I. Direct Effects

Final Demand $M             .337            .203            .270           .213                .55         .415          .483           .203

Total Place of    $M .176 .106 .141 .111 .288 .217 .252 .106
Work (PoW)
Income)

Employment Jobs 6 4 5 4 10 8 9 4

II. Direct + Indirect + Induced Effects

Total Indust~]    $M .522 .313 .418 .329 .854 .642 .749 .313
Output

Total Place of $M .272 .163           .218 ...172 .445 .335 .391 .163
Work (PoW)
Income)

[_Employment Jobs 9 5 7 6 15 11 13 5

?



SOClOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Regional impact measures generated by IMPLAN include final demand, total industry output,
employee compensation income, property income, total income, total place of work (PoW)
income, total value added, and employment.1 Three of the above measures are included in the
regional impact presentation - total industry output, total place of work (PoW) income, and
employment. As noted above, changes in employment compared to 2001 Trinity County
projected employment provide the basis for evaluating the importance of an impact.

Recall that of the eight cost elements, two (annual maintenance of existing restoration sites, and
annual maintenance of new restoration sites) were excluded from the regional analysis, since
their low in-region costs were deemed at the onset not to create a measurable impact. A third
cost elemenf, that of adaptive management, was excluded from the cost analysis due to lack of
expenditure details. Therefore, the regional analysis focuses on in-region costs associated with
the following elements: temporary up-front dam modification, temporary annual river
rehabilitation site construction, long term annual spawning gravel placement, long term annual
expanded dredging, and temporary and long term annual expanded watershed work.

The regional analysis for the Maximum Flow Alternative’s dam modification was conducted
for all three dam modification options (4A, 4B, and 4C). The impacts associated with these dam
modification options are expected only for one to two years (therefore they reflect temporary,
up-front costs). Given varying numbers of river rehabilitation sites are projected to be
completed each year across the 6 year construction period, the analysis presents the annual
impact b .y year. The spawning gravel and expanded dredging program are incurred annually,
although the level of spawning gravel placement varies by water year type. Spawning gravel
impacts were estimated for the weighted average across water year types and for the extremely
wet water year where the most gravel would need to be added. Finally the expanded
watershed program involves both a 22 year road rehabilitation/obliteration element and a
perpetual road maintenance element. The road maintenance element would gradually taper off
as roads are decommissioned until a long-term maintenance level is achieved by year 22. As a
result of these various watershed protection elements, a series of IMPLAN runs were

i Impact Measure Definitions:

1) Final Demand: Dollar value of purchases by ultimate consumers (e.g. households/consumers, investment by
industry, government purchases, exports from the region) of the product or service.

2) Total Industry Output: Dollar value of production (sales) from all industries in the region.

3) Employee Compensation Income: Value of wages and benefits

4) Property Income: Proprietary income (self-employed income) and other property income (value of rents, royalties,
dividends, and corporate profit)

5) Total Income: Employee Compensation plus Property Income

6) Total Place of Work (PoW) Income: Employment income derived at the workplace (employee compensation plus
proprietary income)

7) Total Value Added: Increased ~alue contributed by inputs from within the region (value of final demand (price)
minus value of inputs obtained outside the region (imports)).

8) Employment: Total of wage, salary, and self-employed jobs (part-time and full-time), not full-time equivalents.
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SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

developed so as to estimate combined road maintenance and rehabilitation/obliteration
impacts for year one, for the average over the 22 year period, for year 22, and for the long-term
(perpetual effects starting in year 23).

Impacts are presented at both the direct level and direct, indirect, and induced levels. Direct
impacts reflect those industries that are initially and directly affected by an action (e.g.,
construction industry). Indirect and induced effects reflect secondary or dtemming from
impacts derived from changes to the directly impacted industries. Indirect impacts illustrate
backward linked effects tO the support industries, those industries which provide.inputs to the
directly impacted industries. Induced impacts represent those forward linked effects associated
with the spending of direct impact industry labor wages within the regior~. The direct impacts
reflect the initial, first level impact whereas the direct, indirect, and induced impacts reflect the
full level of impact. While the direct effect may be of interest to some, the focus of the
discussion will be on the total effects.

Annual impacts of varying durations are difficult to compare because they are hard to place in
equivalent terms. If one measured the impacts in terms of job years (number of jobs per year
times number of years), one is implicitly assuming that the community impacts of an equal
number of job years would equate. For example, suppose we had an alternative which created
50 full-time jobs for twenty years, from a job year perspective, that would be considered
equivalent to creating 1000 full-time jobs for. one year. From a community impact perspective,
these two extremes could imply vastly different consequences. Given the inherent difficulty
with job year or similar concepts, regional economic impacts are estimated separately for the up
front annual, temporary annual, and long-term annual costs. No attempt is made to convert
these to some arbitrary equivalent measure.

All of the regional impacts represent a gain to Trinity County given they reflect an increase in
regional expenditures as compared to the No Action Alternative (with the exception of the
spawning gravel placement for the Percent Inflow Alternative in extremely wet years which
results in a reduction in costs compared to the No Action Alternative). The ranking of the
regional impacts follows the.ranking of the in-region ekpenditures, that is, the higher the in-
region costs the greater the regioi~al impacts, regardless of the regional impact measure.

Regional hnpacts by Cost Category.’--

Dam Modification.--The Maximum Flow alternative is the only
alternative which required modification of Trinity Dam. All of the costs and impacts would be
temporary since they would occur within the first year or two after project implementation.
While total construction costs are substantial, only 10 to 12 percent of the these costs were
assumed to remain in Trinity County.

Option 4A, the highest cost Maximum Flow Alternative option was estimated to create
$6.1 million in total industry output, $2.9 million in total income, and 75 jobs per year over the
two year construction period.

To try and evaluate the potential importance of the estimated regional impacts, employment
impacts were compared to 2001 projected Trinity County employment. Total employment in

57
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SOCIOECONOMI(~S TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Trinity County for 2001 was projected at slightly over 5000 jobs. The 75 additional annual jobs
estimated for Option 4A represents only 1.5 percent of 2001 Trinity County employment.

To try an evaluate the potential impact of the additional 75 additional annual iobs on an
industry by industry basis, information as to both the estimated distribution and percentage
increase in employment by industry was reviewed.

The New Government Facilities Construction sector, the Automotive Dealers and Service
Station sector, the Eating and Drinking. sector, and the Wholesale Trade sector, are expected to
absorb the majority (approximately 57 percent) of the total employment impact. Slightly less
than 25 percent of the employment impact (18 jobs) are expected to fall within the New
Government Facilities Construction sector. Total industry employment within the Trinity
County construction sector was projected at 380 jobs in 2001. The 18 additional construction
jobs reflects only 5 percent of the total 2001 construction sector employment and is therefore not
considereda substantial impact.

Another 11 jobs, or 15 percent of total employment impact, was estimated in the Automotive
Dealers and Service Station industry. Projected employment in 2001 within this sector was
estimated at 55 jobs. Since the additional 11 jobs reflects about 20 percent of the current Trinity
County Automotive Dealers and Service Stations sector employment estimate, this impact was
considered potentially substantial from the industry perspective.

The Eating and Drinking and Wholesale Trade sectors are estimated to gain about 15 jobs or
about 20 percent of employment impacts. However, since employment impacts in each sector
were estimated at less than 10 jobs, these impacts were considered minor from the industry
perspective.

Option 4B is estimated to produce $5.4 million of total industry output, $2.6 million of total
income, and 68 jobs per year over the two year construction period. The 68 annual jobs
estimated for Option 4B represents only 1.4 percent of total Trinity County employment in
2001. The same construction, automotive, eating and drinking, and trade sectors as discussed
under option 4A incur the majority of impacts under option 4B (39 jobs, 57 percent of total
employment impact). None of the sector level employment impacts were considered
substantial.

Finally, Option 4C, the least cost Maximum Flow Alternative dam modification option, is
estimated to create $3.5 million in total industry output, $1.7 million in total income, and 43 jobs
during the single year construction period. The estimated 43 additional jobs represents less
than one percent of total Trinity County employment in 2001. The same construction,
automotive, eating and drinking, and trade sectors as discussed above incur the majority of
impacts under option 4C (25 jobs, 57 percent of total employment impact). The largest
employment impact (11 jobs, 26 percent of total impact) was estimated for the New
Government Facility Construction sector. These 11 jobs represent only 2.9 percent of the 2001
Trinity County construction sector employment and therefore were deemed minor. All other
impacted industries gained less than 10 jobs and were also considered minor.

Construction of River Rehabilitation Sites.--The Flow Evaluation, ~
Percent Inflow, Mechanical Restoration, and Preferred Alternatives all include construction of.
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47 new river rehabilitation sites over a six year time frame. The annual costs and regional
impacts were based on the following construction schedule: 1) 8 channel rehabilitation sites and
I side channel site each year during the first 3 years (cost = $2.45M per year), 2) 7 channel
rehabilitation sites each year during years 4 and 5 (cost = $2.1M per year), and 3) 6 channel
rehabilitation sites during year 6 (cost = $1.8M). The estimated in-region annual cost (47.8
percent of total annual cost) is expected to generat~ $ 790,000 in total industry output, $ 410,000
in total income, and 21 jobs annually for each of the first 3 years. The impacts decline in years
4-6 as presented in Table TA-18. The levels of Trinity County employment increase (21 for
years 1-3, 18 for year .4-5, and 16 for year 6) were deemed minor from the perspective of both
the overall economy, and individual industries.

"
Spawning Gravel PIacement.--All alternatives included a long-term,

perpetual annual spawning gravel placement component differentiated by water year type.
However, only the Maximum Flow, Flow Evaluation, and Preferred Alternatives require
gravel placement noticeably different from that of the No Action Alternative (the Percent
Inflow Alternative actually involves nearly $50,000 less gravel placement on average compared
to the No Action Alternative, this cost differential was considered minor from a regional impact
perspective). Impacts for the No Action Alternative level of spawning gravel placement were
not estimated since they represent an on-going program (impacts would already be reflected in
current regional economic activity). The spawning gravel requirements for the Maximum
Flow, Flow Evaluation, and Preferred Alternatives were greater than those of the No Action
Alternative, implying an increase in regional economic activity.

Two regional impact estimates were developed for the Maximum. Flow, Flow Evaluation, and
Preferred Alternatives - a weighted average across all water year types and an estimate for the
most costly extremely wet water year. For the Percent Inflow Alternative, impacts were
estimated for only the extremely wet year since the reduction in in-region average cost was
considered minor. The costs for the remainder of the water year types were evaluated at the
onset to be low enough so as not to generate significant regional impacts.

The Maximum Flow alternative’s extremely wet water year would require placement of in
excess 100,000 cubic yards of spawning gravel (note that extremely wet years are estimated to
occur 12 percent of the time, or on average once every eight years). Since no more precise
estimate was availabie, gravel placement for the Maximum Flow Alternative was assumed at
100,000 yd3 for the purposes of the regional analysi.s. The 100,000 yd3 of gravel was estimated
to result in about $576,700 of in-region costs (37.5percent of total cost). Regional impacts
stemming from these extremely wet year expenditures were estimated at $610,000 in total
industry output, $310,000 in total income, and 11 jobs. This increase in Trinity County
employment impact was assumed to be minor. Since the extremely wet year costs for the
Maximum Flow Alternative exceeded those of all other alternatives and water years, the overall
spawning gravel impact was deemed minor.

Expanded Dredging Program.--A baseline dredging program of the
sediment control ponds in Grass Valley Creek and at the confluence of Grass Valley Creek and
the Trinity River is assumed for all alternatives. Since this program is currently in place,
regional effects would already be included in current employment estimates. This analysis
focuses exclusively on the expanded long-term perpetual Trinity River dredgingprogram
included within the Mechanical Restoration Alternative.
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Of the estimated $200,000 in annual cost, only $54,000 or about 27 percent of total cost, was
assumed to remain in the region. This expenditure was run through the regional model and is
not expected to result in substantial impacts.

Expanded Watershed Protection Program.raThe expanded watershed
protection (watershedeffort in addition to baseline) included in the Mechanicalprogram
Restoration and Preferred Alternatives include~ both a perpetual, but declining road
maintenance element and a 22 year road rehabilitation/obliteration element. The road
maintenance .element would gradually .taper off as roads are decommissioned until a long-term
maintenance level is achieved by year 22. As a result, impacts were run for the initial year, the
22 year average, the 22na year, and the long-term (beyond year 22). Impacts were estimated
both for the road maintenance and rehabilitation/obliteration elements separately and in
combination.

The combined impacts for the initial year were estimated at $854,000 in total industry output,
$445,000 in total place of work (PoW) income, and 15 jobs. The long-term impacts after year 22
were estimated at $313,000 in total industry output, $163,000 in total place of work (PoW)
income, and 5 jobs. None of these impacts were expected to create substantial.effects either in
the short or long-term.

Regional Impacts by Alternative, Aggregated Across Cost Categories.--Finally, in
addition to the above review of regional impacts by cost element, it is also necessary to
aggregate impacts across cost elements for each alternative. Regional economic impact
comparisons between alternatives are complicated by the different durations of costs presented
in the analysis. While all the impacts are presented on an annual basis, the duration varies as
follows: 1) dam modification impacts are incurred up-front (first I or 2 years), 2) river
rehabilitation site impacts are incurred over the first 6 years, 3) expanded watershed protection
program’s road rehabilitation element impacts occur for the first 22 years, and 4) spawning
gravel placement, expanded dredging program, and expanded watershed protection
program’s road maintenance element impacts are incurred on a perpetual, long-term annual
basis.

Tables TA-18, TA-19, and TA-20 present total industry output,, total place of work (PoW)
income, and employment impac.ts by alternative for eight time intervals: year 1, year 2, year 3,
years 4 and 5, year 6, years 7-21, year 22, and years 23+. The costs for the No Action Alternative
stemmed from on-going programs and therefore would be already reflected in current
estimates of regional economic activity. The State Permit Alternative resulted in no major cost
differences from the No Action Alternative. As a result, regional impacts are only presented for
the cost elements noted above for the following alternatives: Maximum Flow, Flow Evaluation,
Percent Inflow, Mechanical Restoration, and Preferred.

Summary.-- Combining impacts across cost elements for each alternative
did not result in substantial impacts from the perspective of the overall Trinity County
economy. The largest potential employment impact would occur with the Maximum Flow
Alternative assuming dam modification option 4A was selected and this coincided with an
extremely wet water year for spawning gravel place.ment. This unlikely event would result in
about 86 additional jobs in Trinity County for that year. The 86 jobs still only reflects 1.7
percent of the projected 2001 Trinity County total employment. "
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..

Table TA-18. POTENTIAL RANGE IN ANNUAL TOTAL INDUSTRY OUTPUT BY ALTERNATIVE (Change from No Action Alternative)
Units = Millions of S

Dam Wtd. Average
Modification Spawning Gravel

Placement Expanded ALTERNATIVE TOTAL
Options: River Expanded Watershed

Year    Alternative 4A/4B/4C Rehabilitation (Extremely Wet Years) Dredging Protection (Extremely Wet Years in parenthesis~

1 Max. Flow 6.1/5.4 / 3.5 N/A .1 (.61) N/A N/A 6.2/5.5/3.6 (6~71 /6.01 ,4.11)

Flow Eval. N/A 1.23 .054 (.206) N/A N/A 1.284 ( 1 436)

% Inflow. N/A 1.23 0 (-.145) N/A NfA 1.23 (1.085)

Mech. Rest. N/A 1.23 0 (0) .058 .854 2.’142 "

Preferred N,/A ! ,2~ .05"~ t.206~ N/~ ,854 2.1"38 ~2.29~

2 Max. Flow 6.1/5.4.! 0 N/A .1 (.61) N/A N/A 6.1 /5.5/.1 (6.71/6.01 t

Flow Eval. N/A 1.23 .054 (.206) N/A N/A 1.284 (1.436~

% Inflow N/A 1.23 0 (-.145) N/A N/A 1.23 (1.085)

Mech. Rest N/A 1.23 0 {0) .058 .749 2.037

Preferred N/A 1.23 ,O~4 t 206~ N//~ 749 2 033 (2 1

3 Max. Flow N/A N/A .1 1.61 ) N/A N/A .1 (.61

Flow EvaL N/A 1.23 .054 (.206! N/A N/A 1.284 {1.436!

% Inflow N/A 1.23 0 f-.145) N/A N/A 1.23 (1.085)

Mech. Rest. N/A 1.23 0 (0) .058 .749 2.037

preferred N/A 1.23 .054 (206~ r~/t~ ,7,~ 2033

4 & 5 Max. Flow N/A N/A .1 (.61) N/A N/A .1 !.61)

Flow Eva!. N/A 1.05 .054 (.206) N/A N/A 1.104 (1.256)

% Inflow N/A 1.05 0 (-.145) N/A N/A 1.05 (.905)

Mech. Rest. N/A 1.05 0 " (’0) .058 ..749 1.857

Preferred N/A 1 05 054 { 206~ ~fA " .749 1 853 f2.00~!

6 Max. Flow N/A N/A .1 (.61) N/A N/A .1 {.61)

_I~ Flow Eval. N/A .9 .054 1.206) N/A N/A .954 !1.106) "

% Inflow N/A .9 0 (-.145) N/A N/A .9 !.755)

Mech. Rest. N/A .9 0 /0) .058 .749 1.707

Preferred N/A .9 .054 t 206) N/A .749 1.703 ~1.855)

7 - 21 Max. Flow N/A N/A .1 (.61) N/A N/A .1 (.61)

Flow Eval. N/A N/A .054 (.206) N/A N/A .054 (.206)

% Inflow N/A N/A 0 (-.145) N/A N/A 0 (-.145)

Mech. Rest. N/A N/A 0 (0) .058 .749 .807

Preferred N/A N/A 054 ( 20~51 ~/~ 749 ,{~O~}

22 Max, Flow N/A N/A ,1 (.61) N/A N/A .1 (.61)

Flow Eval. N/A N/A .054 (.206) N/A N/A .054 (.206)

% Inflow N/A N/A 0 (-.145) N/A N/A 0 (-.145)

Mech. Rest. N/A N/A 0 (0) .058 .642 .7

Preferred N/A N/A .054 (.206) N/A .642 .696 (.848)

23+ Max. Flow N/A N/A .1 (.61) N/A N/A .1 (.61)

Flow Eval. N/A N/A .054 (.206) N/A N/A .054 (.206)

% Inflow N/A N/A 0 (-.145) N/A N/A 0 (-.145)

Mech. Rest. N/A N/A 0 (0) .058 .313 .371

Preferred N/A N/A .054 (.2061 N/A .313 .367 (.519)
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Table TA-19. POTENTIAL RANGE IN ANNUAL TOTAL PLACE OF WORK INCOME BY ALTERNATIVE (Change from No Action Alternative)
Units = Millions of $

Dam Wtd. Average
Modification Spawning Grave~ ALTERNATIVE TOTAL

Placement Expanded
Options: River Expanded Watershed

Year Alternative 4A/4B/4C Rehabilitation (Extremely Wet Years) Dredging Protection (Extremely Wet Years in parenthes~s,

1 Max. Flow 2.9/2.6 } 1.7 N/A .052 !.31! N/A N/A 2.95 / 2.65

Flow Eval. N/A .63 .028 . /.105) N/A N/A .658 (.735)

% Inflow N/A .63 0 !-,074) N/A N/A .63 (,.556!

Mech. N/A. .63 0 (0) .03 .445 1.105
Rest.

Preferred N/A 63 .028 (.105) N/A .445 1.103 ,!.180~

2 Max. Flow 2.9/2.6 / 0 N/A .052 (.31) N/A N/A 2.95 / 2.65 / .31 (3.21 ! 2.91

Flow Eval. N/A .63 .028 (.105) N/A N/A .658 (.735)

% Inflow N/A .63 0 (-.074) N/A N/A .63 (.556)

Mech. N/A .63 0 (0) .03 .391 1.051
Rest

Preferred N/A .63 .028 ¢.105~ , N/A 39! 1.049 (!.126!

3 Max. Flow N/A N/A .052 (.31) N/A N/A .052 f.31
Flow Eval. N/A .63 ’ .028 (..105) N/A ~, N/A .658 !.735)

% Inflow N/A ,63 0 !-.074) N1A N/A .63 /.556)

Mech. N/A ,63 0 (0) .03 .391 1.051
Rest.

preferr~J H,/A 63 .028 (105) N/A .391 1.049 ~! .126~

4 & 5 Max. Flow N/A N/A ,052 (,31) N/A N/A .052 (.31,)

Flow Eval. N/A .54 .028 !. 105). N/A N/A .568 (..645)

% Inflow N/A .54 0 (-.074) N/A N/A .54 /..466!

Mech. N/A .54 0 (0) .03 .391 .961
Rest.
Preferred N/A 54 .028 ( ~05~ N/A .391 959 (1 036~

6 Max. Flow N/A N/A .052 (.31) N/A N/A .052 /.31

Flow Eval, N/A .46 .028 !.105) N/A N/A .488 1.565)
% Inflow N/A .46 0 /-.074) N/A N/A .46 ~.386)
Mech, N/A .46 0 (0) .03 .391 .881
Rest.
Preferred N/A 46 028 .105~ N!A .391 .879

7 - 21 Max. Flow N/A N/A .052 (.31) N/A N/A .052 !.31)
Flow Eval. N/A N/A .028 (.105! N/A N/A .028 (.105)
% Inflow, N/A N/A 0. / -.074) N/A N/A 0 (-.074,)
Mech. N/A N/A 0 (0) " .03 .391 .421
Rest.

,, Preferred N/A NfA .028 (.1051 N,’A _39! _419

22 Max. Flow N/A N/A .052 (.31) N/A N/A .052 (.31)

Flow Eval. N/A N/A. .028 (A,I,5) N/A N/A .028 (.105)

% Inflow N/A N/A 0 (..074) N/A N/A 0 (-.074)

Mech. N/A N/A 0 (0) .03 .335 ,365
Rest.

Preferred N/A N/A .028 (.105) N/A .335 .353 (.440)

23+ Max. Flow N/A N/A .052 (.31) N/A N/A .052 (.31)

Flow Eval. N/A N/A .028 (.105) N/A ¯ N/A .028 (.105)

% Inflow N/A N/A 0 (-.074) N/A N/A 0 (-.074)

Mech. N/A N/A 0 ((.),-’ .03 ,163 .193
Rest.

Preferred N/A N/A .028 (.105) N/A N/A .191 (.268.)

62                                                   I
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Table TA-20, POTENTIAL RANGE IN ANNUAL TOTAL EMPLOYMENT BY ALTERNATIVE (Change from N.o Action Alternative)
Units = Jobs

Dam Wtd. Average
Modification Spawning Gravel ALTERNATIVE TOTAL

Placement Expanded
Options: River Expanded Watershed (Extremely Wet Years in

Year Alternative 4A/4B/4C Rehabilitation (Extremely Wet Years) Dredging Protection parenthesis)

1 Max. Flow 75/68/43 N/A 2 f11) N/A N/A 77/70/45 !86/79/54)

Flow Eval. N/A 21 1 /4) N/A N/A 22 (25).

% Inflow N/A 21 0 I-3) N/A N/A 21 !1

Mech. Rest. N/A 21 0 (0) 1 15 " 37.    ’.

Preferred N/A 2! t
2 ¯ Max. Flow 75/68/0 N/A 2 (11) N/A N/A ’77/70/2 ,(86t79 / 11) ....

Flow Eval. N/A 21 1 (4) N/A N/A 22 (25)

% Inflow N/A 21 0 (-3) N/A N/A 21 !18)

Mech. Rest N/A 21 0 (0) 1 13 35

Preferred N/A 21 1 (4) (38)N/A 13 35

3 Max. Flow N/A N/A 2 (11 ) N/A N/A 2 /11

Flow Evaf. N/A 21 1 (4! N/A N/A 22 (25)

% Inflow N/A 21 0 (-3) N/A N/A 21 /18)

Mech. Rest. N/A 21 0 (0) 1 13 35

Prefe, rred N/A 21 !

4 & 5 Max. Flow N/A N/A 2

Flow Eval. N/A 18 1 I4) N/A N/A 19 !22)

% Inflow N/A 18 0 (-3) N/A N/A 18 (15)

Mech. Rest. N/A 18 0 /0) 1 13 32

Pre, ferred N!A 1
6 Max. Flow N/A N/A 2

Flow Eval. N/A 16 1 /4) N/A N/A 17 /20)
% Inflow N/A 16 0 (-3,) N/A N/A 16 ! 13)
Mech. Rest. N/A 16 0 /0) 1 13 30

Preferred N/A 16
7 - 21 Max. Flow N/A N/A 2 (11) N/A N/A 2 /11)

Flow Eval, N/A N/A 1 (4) N/A N/A 1 /4)

% Inflow N/A N/A 0
Mech. Rest. N/A N/A 0 /0! 1 13 14

Preferrecf N!A N/A

’22 Max. Flow N/A N/A 2 (11 ) N/A N/A 2 (11 )

Flow EvaL N/A N/A 1 (4) N/A N/A 1 (4)

"% Inflow      N/A           N/A           0           (-3)        N/A         N/A          0              (-3)

Mech. Rest. N/A N/A 0 (0) 1 11 12

Preferred N/A N/A 1 (4) N/A 11 12 (15)

23+ Max. Flow N/A N/A 2 (11 ) N/A N/A 2 (11 ).

Flow Eval. N/A N/A 1 (4) N/A N/A 1 (4)

% Inflow N/A N/A 0 (-3) N/A N/A 0 (-3)

Mech. Rest. N/A N/A 0 (0) 1 5 6

Preferred N/A N/A 1 !4) N/A. 5 6 (9)
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From the industry level perspective, the only alternative where potentially substantial impacts
could be expected would be the Maximum Flow Alternative, primarily as a result of dam
modification (potentially substantial impacts to the Auto Dealers and Service Station industry).
As noted above, even this is questionable because potentially substantial impacts to these
industries were identified only under the dam modification construction options 4A and 4B.
Dam modification option 4C results in minor regional impacts from both the overall and
industry level perspectives. Since 4C is the lowest cost construction option which meets the
dam modification goal, 4C becomes the most likely selection. Even if construction option 4A or
4B was selected, the impacts would last only for a couple of years, implying only a short-term
effect. In-region costs for each of the other alternatives was estimated to be small enough so as
not to generate major impacts. So bottomline, all of the alternatives generate additional
regional economic activity compared to the No Action Alternative, but none of the additional
impact is expected to be substantial. For a more detailed discussion of the impacts generated
by each alternative, see the following alternative specific sections.

It should be restated that one of the larger cost components, being that of the adaptive
management program, was not included in the regional economic analysis for the Flow
Evaluation Alternative due to the uncertain nature of the program’s ~osts. The costs were very
roughly estimated to fall within the $2.5 to $4.5 million range annually. Not having any details
as to how the money would likely be spent lead to the decision to exclude this element from
detailed analysis. However, assuming these costs follow the in-region percentages associated
with some of the other cost elements, one could speculate that additional employment due to
the adaptive management program might fall somewhere within the range of 25 to 50
additional jobs annually. Even after adding this program into the costs associated with the
Flow Evaluation and Preferred Alternatives, the admittedly very rough estimate of additional
employment would not likely create substantial impacts.

No Action Alternative.w

Total Economic Effects.--Since the costs associated with the No
Action Alternative all reflect on-going programs, estimates of current regional economic
conditions in Trinity County are representative of the No Action Alternative. For an estimate of
2001 regional economic conditions, see Table TA-16.

Economic Effects by Sector.--For an estimate of 2001 regional
economic conditions, including employment projections by sector, see Table TA-16.

Analysis of More Affected Groups or Businesses.~The total costs
associated with the No Action Alternative are not particularly large, averaging about just over
$200K annually and running about $150K nearly 90 percent of the time (for all water years
except extremely wet where total costs jump to $600K). The average costs are comprised of
$14K of spawning gravel placement, $75K of sediment dredging in Grass Valley Creek (GVC)
and at the confluence of GVC and the Trinity River, and $60K of maintenance of sediment
control structure at Buckhorn Dam. The baseline costs of dredging and Buckhorn Dam
maintenance are included in all alternatives. Geographically, these activities are concentrated
at Buckhorn Dam and the Confluence of GVC and the Trinity River, with spawning gravel
placement being a dispersed activity. Therefore, service industries closest to these locations are
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likely to continue to be the most affected by the small amount of regional economic activity
generated by the No Action Alternative.

Maximum Flow Alternative.--

Total Economic Effects.--The Maximum Flow Alternative is
expected to generate more jobs than any other alternative due primarily to the costs of dam
modification. Depending on the dam modification construction option selected, the additional
jobs Could range on.average from a high of 77 to a low of 45 (the 45 job estimate is the most
likely scenario and would last for only one year).. These dam modification cost~ are anticipated
to last at most a couple of years, implying only a sh0rt-term impact. After dam modification is
complete, job generation drops of to minor levels (additional 11 jobs in extremely wet years for
spawning gravel placement). The maximum job generation would result if dam modification
option 4A was selected in combination with an extremely wet year during one of the two years
of dam construction. With this situation, job generation would expand to approximately 86
jobs. Even with this unlikely event, the 86 additional jobs reflects only 1.7 percent of projected
2001 Trinity County employment.. Therefore, even under the most extreme situation, the
employment increase was not seen as substantial compared to total county employment.

Economic Effects by Sector.--The individual effonomic sectors in
Trinity County most affected by the cost elements associated with the Maximum Flow
Alternative are the construction, wholesale trade, auto dealers and service stations, and eating
and drinking sectors. The largest impacts are expected in the construction sector, with an
additional 18 .jobs under dam modification option 4A, however.this represents less than 5
pe.rcent of the 2001 projected employment within the construction sector. The only sector that
meets the criteria for resulting a potentially substantial impact is the auto dealer and service
station sector under dam modification option 4A with an increase of 11 jobs and 19.8% of the
projected sector’s 2001 employment. Since dam modification option 4C is the far more likely
scenario, and it results in no substantial impacts by sector, overall the Maximum Flow
Alternative is not expected to generate substantial sector level impacts.

Analysis of More Affected Groups or Businesses.--The largest cost
element associated with the Maximum Flow Alternative is the modification of Trinity Dam.
The costs associated with this task dwarf all other costs associated with all other alternatives on
an annual basis. As a result, service industries clo.sest to the dam would be most affected by the
temporary workforce (1 to 2 years only). Costs associated with spawning gravel placement,
particularly in wet and extremely wet years, also substantially exceed those of the No Action
Alternative. However, since spawning gravel placement is likely to be highly dispersed,
concentrated effects on service sector industries may .not materialize.

Flow Evaluation Alternative.--

Total Economic Effects.raThe Flow Evaluation Alternative is
expected to generate a high of 22 and a low of 17 additional jobs on .average for the first six
years, after alternative implementation (in extremely wet years these estimates could increase to
a high of 25 and a low of 20 additional jobs). The majority of this impact stems from the cost of
constructing the river rehabilitation sites. After the first six years, the river rehabilitation sites
would be finished and the job levels would drop dramatically. Given this level of job creation
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represents less than one percent of the projected total emplo~ent in Trinity County in 2001_,
the impact of these additional jobs is not seen as substantial.

Economic Effects by Sector.--The jobs generated in any particular
sector are expected to be so small as to not result in any substantial impacts at the individual
sector level.

Analysis of More Affected Groups or Businesses.--The largest cost
elements known with any certainty relate, to construction of river restoration sites ($l.8M to
$2.45M for years 1-6) and spawning gravel placement ~$206K average, $982K in extremely wet
years). Adaptive management, which could imply a myriad of programs, is estimated to range
from about $2.5 to 4.5M per year. All of these cost elements are seen as fairly dispersed through
the watershed, again implying a lack of concentrated regional economic impacts.

Percent Inflow Alternative.--

Total Economic Effects.--The Percent Inflow Alternative is expected
to generate a high of 21 and a low of 16 additional jobs on average for the first six years after
alternative implementation (in extremely wet years these estimates could actually decrease to a
high of 18 and a low of 13 additional jobs since the spawning gravel requirements for this
alternative are less than those of the No Action Alternative). The majority of this impact stems
from the cost of constructing the river rehabilitation sites. After the first six years, the river
rehabilitation sites would be finished and the job levels would drop zero. Given this level of
job creation represents less than one percent of the projected total employment in Trinity
County in 2001, the impact of these additional jobs is not seen as substantial.

Economic Effects by Sector.--The jobs generated in any particular
sector are expected to be so small as to not result in any substantial impacts at the individual
sector level.

Analysis of More Affected Groups or Businesses:~The only relatively
large cost element associated with this alternative is the construction of river restoration sites
($1o8M to $2.45M for years 1-6). While these activities would be. concentrated along the Trinity
River mainstem, they would be dispersed along the length of the river. This would imply a
lack of concentrated regional economic impacts.

Mechanical Restoration Alternative.~

Total Economic Effects.--The Mechanical Restoration Alternative is
expected to generate a high of 37 and a low of 30 additional jobs for the first six years after
alternative implementation. The majority of this impact stems from the combined cost of
constructing the river rehabilitation sites and the expanded watershed program. After the first
six years, the river rehabilitation sites would be finished but the expanded watershed program
would continue to produce approximately 13 jobs per year until the long-term maintenance
level of 5 additional jobs was reached in year 23. Given the highest level of job creation
represents less than one percent of the projected total employment in Trinity County in 2001,
the impact of these additional jobs is not seen as substantial.
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Economic Effects by Sector.--The jobs generated in any particular
sector are expected to be so sma!l as to not result in any substantial impacts at the individual
sector level.

Analysis of More Affected Groups or Businesses.--The Mechanical
Restoration Alternative includes the following programs in addition to the No Action
Alternative costs: watershed rehabilitation and protection program, construction of river
restoration sites, maintenance of additional river restoration sites, and expanded dredging
program. Given these construction and maintenance activities are dispersed, it is unlikely that
regional economic impacts would be geographically concentrated.

State Permit Alternative.m

Total Economic Effects.--The additional costs associated with the
State Permit Alternative as compared to the No Action Alternative were seen as minor enough
to not create much by way of regional impact.

Economic Effects by Sector.--The lack of impacts associated with
this alternative would hold for the sector level comparison as well as the overall comparison.

Analysis of More Affected Groups or Businesses.--The State Permit
Alternative involves costs similar to those of the No Action Alternative. Average spawning .
gravel placement was estimated at $74K, although no gravel would be placed except in
extremely wet years. Although not large, these activities are concentrated at Buckhorn Dam
and the confluence of GVC and the Trinity River, with spawning gravel placement being a
dispersed activity. Therefore, service industries closest to these locations are likely to be most
affected.

Preferred Alternative.--

i Total Economic Effects.--The Preferred Alternative, from a cost
perspective, basically represents tlqe Flow Evaluation Alternative plus the expanded watershed
element from the Mechanical RestorationA!ternat.ive.. The Preferred Alternative is expected to
generate a high of 37 and a low of 30 additional jobs On average for the first six years after
alternative implementation (in extremely wet yea.rs these estimates could increase to a high of
40 and a low of 33 additional jobs). The majority of this impact stems from the combined cost
of constructing the river rehabilitation sites and the expanded watershed program. After the
first six years, the river rehabilitation sites would be finished but the expanded watershed
program would continue to produce approximately 13 jobs per year until the long-term
maintenance level of 5 additional jobs was reached in year 23. Given the highest level of job
creation represents less than one percent of the projected total employment in Trinity County in
2001, the impact of these additional jobs is not seen as substantial.

Econo~nic Effects by Sector.--The jobs,generated in any particular sector
are expected to be so small as to not result in any substantial impacts at the individual sector
level.
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Analysis of More Affected Groups or Businesses.--Since virtually all of
the costs associated with the Preferred Alternative are likely to be dispersed, regional economic
impacts would not be concentrated in any particular area.

CEQA Results - Regional Impacts for Preferred Alternative Compared to Existing
Conditions.uTo meet State of California CEQA requirements, the Preferred Alternative was

compared to "existing conditions." Only the Preferred Alternative is compared as opposed to
allalternatives. To insure that the CEQA comparison is as legitimate as possible, modeled
estimates of existing conditions are compared to model.ed Preferred Alternative impa. ct~. As
noted above, existing conditions were oriented to 1995. Therefore, the CEQA cost analysis ’
compares Preferred Alternative impacts to modeled estimates of the 1995 Trinity County
economy (Table TA-21). Modeled estimates of the 1995 Trinity County economy will
necessarily differ from actual estimates of the 1995 economy. Generally speaking, estimates of
the overall Trinity County economy as derived from IMPLAN, exceed those provided by
California Department of Labor.

Table TA-21. Projected 1995 Trinity County Employment Information

Jobs in 1992 Modeled 1995 Jobs 2 Percent of
Employment by Industry (from IMPLAN) 1 (growth rate: 1.6%) Job Tota~

Agriculture 260 264 5.4

Forestry 68 69 1.4

Commercial Fisheries 54 " 54 1.1

Mining 17 17 .3

Construction 367 373 7.6

Manufacturing 595 605 12.3

Transportation & Public Utilities 122 124 2.5

Wholesale Trade 103 105 2.1

Retail Trade 737 749 15.2

- Fo6d Stores 187 190

- Eating & Drinking Places 221 225 _

- Automotive Dealers & Service stations 53 54

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 187 " 190 3.9

Services 995 1011 20.5

- Lodging 183 186

Government 1343 1364 27.7

Other 23 23

Total: 4871 4948 1 O0

Sources: 1) 1992 IMPLAN Base Year Information for Trinity County
2) Projected from 1992 IMPLAN employment estimates, projection approach varies by
sector
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IMPLAN estimates of Trinity County employment represent 1992 condftions and were
therefore projected to 1995 to reflect existing conditions. For all sectors except agriculture and
commercial fishing, the projection was based on the ratio of 1995 to 1992 population. Using a
report of population estimates and projections from 1990 to 2040 published by the California
Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit (State of California, 1998), a population
growth factor of 1.6 percent was estimated from 1992 to 1995 for Trinity County (1992
population: 13147, 1995 population proje.ction: 13363). For agriculture an~t commercial fishing,
a different projection approach was used to account for the likelihood that these sectors would
grow at a pace slower than the general population. For the commercial fishing sector,.,the
assumption was made that fisheries improvements would not occur in the short-term, therefore
no growth, was assumed between 1992 and 1995. For the agricultura~ secfors, anticipated
growth was targeted at the lower of the population growth rate or .5 percent per year based on
results from the Central Valley Production Model (CVPM). For the 1992 to 1995 period, the .5
percent per year approach was applied.

Impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative mirror those presented under the NEPA
comparison to the No Action Alternative. Since the costs of the No Action Alternative all

on-going programs, costs are essentially equivalent toreflect the of No ActionAlternative those
associated with existing conditions. As a result, the change in costs from the No Action
Alternative would be the same as the change in costs compared to existing conditions. The
different year orientations of the NEPA and CEQA analyses lead to the distinctions between
use of the 2001 versus 1995 regional economic base. However, the impacts associated with the
Preferred Alternative are the same regardless of the NEPA or CEQA perspective.

Preferred Alternative.--

Total Economic Effects.--The Preferred Alternative is expected to
generate a high of 37 and a low of 30 additional jobs on average for the first six years after
alternative implementation (in extremely wet years these estimates could increase to a high of
40 and a low of 33 additional jobs). The majority of this impact stems from the combined cost
of constructing the river rehabilitation sites and the expanded watershed program. After the
first six years, the river rehabilitation sites would be finished but the expanded watershed
program would continue to produce approximately 13 jobs per year until the long-term
maintenance level of 5 additional jobs was teackied in year 23. Given the highest level of job
creation represents less than one percent of the pr.ojected total employment in Trinity County in
1995, the impact of these additional jobs is not seen as substantial.

Economic Effects by Sector.--The jobs generated in any particular sector
are expected to be so small as to not result in any substantial impacts at the individual sector
level.

Analysis of More Affected Groups or Businesses.-- Since virtually all of
the costs associated with the Preferred Alternative are likely, to be dispersed, regional economic
impacts would not be concentrated in any particular area.
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Water-Oriented Recreation, Sportfishing, and Commercial Fishing Methodologies

Water-Oriented Recreation

Regional. recreation impacts were developed by estimating the effects of changes in nonresident
recreation spending by region and alternative. Estimates of recreation use by alternative,
developed from statistical models of recreation demand described in the Recreation Resources
Technical Appendix, were combined with per-day recreation spending estimates to calculate
regional recreation ~xpenditures. The .changes in recreation expenditures were.assigned to
appropriate economic sectors and run through the IMPLAN model to estimate impacts by
region and alternative.

The region for analyzing regional impacts in the Trinity River Basin includes Trinity and Shasta
Counties. Changes in nonresident spending at Trinity County businesses also were estimated
by apportioning changes in nonresident recreation spending at the affected recreation areas
(i.e., Trinity River, Trinity Lake, and Shasta Lake) to Trinity County. It was assumed that 70% of
nonresident spending associated with recreation activity along the Trinity River and at Trinity
Lake occurred in Trinity County, and that 2% of nonresident spending associated with
recreation activity at Lake Shasta occurred in Trinity County.

In the Central Valley, hydrologic conditions (i.e., reservoir water levels or instream flows) at all
affected Central Valley facilities are not expected to substantially affect recreation
opportunities; consequently, socioeconomic impacts related to recreation were not quantified
and no significance criteria were developed.

The following sections describe the methods employed to estimate recreation-related spending
changes associated with use of Trinity River and Trinity and Shasta Lakes.

Trinity River Spending Changes.--Predicted recreational use of the Trinity River under the
project alternatives was used as the basis for estimating spending changes within the Trinity
River Basin area. The focus of the analysis was on changes in nonresident spending because
this spending represents new spending within the region, generating increased net economic
activity, .while changes in resident spending represent spending shifts within the region,
generating no net change in regional economic activity.

The predicted number of visitor days under each alternative was apportioned to resident and
nonresident recreationists based on data collected in a survey of Trinity River users (Douglas
pers. comm.) Nonresidents were assumed to account for 57% of the total number of visitor days
under the alternatives and residents of the two-county area were assumed to account for 43%.

Per-day spending estimates developed for resident and nonresident recreationists were then
applied to these estimates of visitor days. Per-day spending by nonresidents was developed
from average expenditure data in a 1991 survey of recreationists who fished in freshwater along
rivers and at wildlife refuges in California (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Bureau of
theCensus1993, as found in U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 1997). Per-day spending by residents
was developed from creel census information obtained in a study of anglers along the Lower
Kern River (Southern California Edison 1995). The per-day spending estimates used in the
analysis were comparable to values found in studies of other recreation areas in California,
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such as eastside Sierra streams (Jones & Stokes Associates 1993) and rivers in the San loaquin
Valley (Jones & Stokes Associates 1990).

Estimates of per-day spending were adjusted to 1997 dollars, and apportioned among
recreation-related economic sectors using information obtained from the Trinity River User
Survey (Douglas pers. comm.) These sectors inclhde five categories of typical trip-related
expenditures, including purchases at food stores; expenditures on fuel and on other goods and
services at service stations; expenditures at hotels, motels, and campgrounds; restaurant
expenditures; and e.xpenditures on miscellaneous retail goods and services. The resulting
spending profiles are shown in Table TA-22. It should be noted that estimates of spending from
the Trinity River User Survey were not used because these estimates were considered
unreasonably high compared to spending information in other recreation studies.

TableTA-22. Estimated Average Spending per Day by Persons Recreating along the Trinity and Lower
Klamath Rivers (1997 dollars)

Sector Residents Nonresidents

Food stores $3.41 $6.88

Eating and drinking establishments $0.91 $4.99

Service stations and fuel $2.35 $4.64

Hotels, motels, and campgrounds $1.97 $16.,;,4

Miscellaneous retail services and products $9.47 $17.97

TOTAL (per person per day) $18.11. $50.92

Note: Estimates of resident spending per day were derived from a 1992 creel census of Kern River anglers
(Southern California Edison 1994).

Estimates of nonresident spending per day were derived from a 1990 U.S. FWS survey of freshwater anglers in
California (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Bureau of the Census 1993, as found in U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation 1997)

Allocations of total per person per day spending to different sectors is based on information from the Trinity River
User Survey (Douglas pers. comm.)

The spending profiles were applied to the recreation use estimates for the Trinity River for each
alternative to generate spending impacts, which a.re shown in Table TA-23.

Trinity and Shasta Lakes Spending Changes.--Estimated recreational use of Trinity and Shasta
Lakes under the project alternatives were used as the basis for estimating spending changes
within the Trinity River Basin area. As with the Trinity River, the focus of the analysis was on
changes in nonresident spending because this spending represents new spending within the
region, generating increased net economic activity.

Total estimated use, in 12-hour recreation visitor days, was apportioned among residents and
nonresidents of the two-county region based on information contained in a 1994 study
conducted by the USDA Forest Service. Nonresident use at each lake was assumed to represent
78% of total use under the alternatives. Use at each lake was then allocated amorig five
recreation activities based on the following percentages derived from the USDA Forest Service
study.
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Table TA-23. Tdnlty River Recreation Spending Elfects ol the Pro}ect Altei’n;,tlves

No Action Maximum Row Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration Exislllng Conditions State Permit O
ITI

Recreation Recreation Recreation Recreation Recreation Recreation Recreation Recreation Recreation Rect’eatlon Recreation Recreation ¯ Recreation Recreation O
zDays Spending Days Spending Days Spending Days Spending Days Spending Days Spending Days Spending O

Non-Residents 236,412 314,514 288,700 232,197 237.598 161,424 145,008
% change In days compared to No Action 33% 22% -2% 1% -32% -39%

rj)

ITI
Food Stores $1.437,385 $1,912,245 $1.755,296 $1,411,758 $1.444,596 $981,458 $881,649
Change In spending compared Io No Action $474.860 $317,911 -$25,627 $7,211 -$455,927 -$555,736

Eating and ddnklng r-
establishrnents $1 °042.577 $1,387,007 $1,273,167 $1,023,989 $1,047,807 $711,880 $639,485
Change in spending compared Io No Action $344,430 $230,590 -$18,588 $5,230 -$330,697 -$403,092 -’o

Z
Service slations and
fuel $969.289 $1.289.507 $1,183,670 $952,008 $974,152 $661,838 $594,533 X
Change in spending compared Io No Action $320,218 $214,381 -$17,282 $4,863 -$307,451 -$374,756

Hotels, motels, and
campgrounds $3,435.066 $4,569,888 $4.194,811 $3,373,822 $3,452.299 $~.345,491 $2,106,966
Change In spending compared to No Action $1,134,822 $759,745 -$61,244 $17,233 -$1,089,576 -$1,328,100

Miscellaneous mtaM
(%1

and sewices $3.754.223 $4.994,482 $4.584,556 $3,687,288 $3,773,056 $2,563,413 " $2,302,727
Change ~n spending compared to No Action $1,240.260 $830,333 -$66,934 $18.834 -$1 190,809 ~$1.451,496

TOTAL $10,638,540 $14,153,130 $12.991.500 $10,448,865 $10.691,910 $7 264,080 $6,525,360
Change in spending compared to No Action $3,514,590 $2,352,960 -$189,675 $53,370 -$3,374,460 -$4.113,180

Residents
177.309 235,885 216,525 174,147 178,198 121,068 108,756

. % change in dayscompared 1o No Action 33% 22% -’ -2% 1% -32% -39%

Food Stores $533,700 $710.014 $651,740 $524,182 $536,376 $364,415 $327,356

Eating and ddnldng
establishments $141,847 $188,~08 $173,220 $139,318 $142,558 ¯ $96,854 $87,005

Service sta lions and
fuel $368,803 $490,641 $450,372 $362.226 $370,652 $251,821 $226,212

Hotels, motels, and
campgrounds $308,518 $410,440 $376.754 $303.016 $310.065 $210 658 $189,235

Miscellaneous retal,I
and services $1,484,076 $1,974,357 $1,812,314 $1,457,610 $1,491,517 $1.013.339 $910,288

TOTAL $2,836.944 $3,774,160 $3,404,400 $2,786.352 $2,851,168 $1.937.088 $1,740,096
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Activities: Trinity Lake Shasta Lake

Houseboating 20% 35%

Other boating 26% 27%

Developed camping 31% 12%

Dispersed camping 5% 10%

Fishing - 18% 16%

Nonresident spendii~g profiles were then developed for these five activities. A .combined"
spending profile was also developed for all activities for resident recreationists. The spending
profiles, which represent spending within the two-county region by recreationists, included the
same five categories of typical trip-related expenditures as the Trinity River, including
purchases at food stores; expenditures on fuel and on other goods and services at service
stations; expenditures at hotels, motels, and campgrounds; restaurant expenditures; and
expenditures on miscellaneous retail goods and services. These spending profiles are shown in
Table TA-24.

The nonresident spending profiles were developed using expenditure data from surveys
conducted for the USDA Forest Service study. Expenditure data from these surveys were
adjusted to 1997 dollars, adjusted to represent a 12-hour visi.tor day, and slightly modified to fit
the expenditure categories shown in Table TA-24.

The composite resident spending profile shown in Table TA-24 ..was‘ developed based on a
w,:.ighted average of spending profiles estimated for various categories of resident
rec-reationists by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Propst et. al. 1992) as part of a study of
spending patterns at 12 Corps project lakes throughout the United States. The weighting of
~.-;~4ent spending was accomplished using distributions of resident use by activity at these
_---.,--~,.~oirs. Spending estimates were adjusted to 1997 dollars, adjusted to represent spending
¯ ..:~’~ ,~ . a 12-hour visitor day, and compiled to fit expenditure categories.

.~ l-.-.-e spending profiles were applied to the recreation use estimates for each lake and alternative
[o generate the spending impacts shown for Trinity Lake in Table TA-25 and Shasta Lake in
T~~. ble TA-26.

S]~ortfishing

~egional sportfishing impacts were developed by estimating the effects of changes in
nonresident angler spending by region and alternative. Estimates of sport salmon fishing trips
by alternative (developed from statistical models described in the Fishery Resources Technical
Appendix) were combined with angler expenditure information to calculate-regional
sportfishing expenditures. The changes in nonresident angler expenditures were assigned to
appropriate economic sectors and run through the IMPLAN model to estimate impacts by
region and alternative.

Regional impacts of sportfishing for salmon and steelhead in theLower Klamath. River and in
six coastal subregions were evaluated. Regional impacts of sportfishing in the Trinity River
also were evaluated along with changes in other recreation activities in the Trinity River; the
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Table TA-24. Average Trip-Related Expenditures per Recreation Visitor Day for Trinity and Shasta Lakes
(1997 Dollars) m

z
Residents                                                Non-Residents

Trinity Lake                                           Shasta Lake
All Other Scenic Developed Dispersed Olher

Spending Category               Acitivities Camping Fishing Houseboating Boating Driving Camping Camping    Fishing Houseboating Boating "o
rn
z
x

Food stores                    $7.42     $5.93     $3.95      $4.55     $3.83     $0.53     $4.35     $3.11     $2.44      $4.55     $1.81

Eating and drinking establishments 1.49 2.54 1.69 1.96 1.65 1.31 1.86 1.34 .05 1 0.78

Sen/ice stations and fuel 9.38 1.66 2.66 14.23 2.89 0.52 16.54 3.73 6.54 14.23 4.11

Hotels, motels, and campgrounds 0.85 8.78 9.43 5.77 2.15 3.40 3.44 1.28 1.99 5.77 2.15

Miscellaneous retail 03
sen/ices and products 6.91 1.55 3.41 2.12 1.83 0.43 2.7g 2.00 1.06 2.12 1.53

I
"oral                                                                $26.05           $20.46           $21.14             $28.63           $12.35             $6.19           $28.98           $11.46           $13.08              $28.63           $10.38

Notes:

T~p-related expenditures made outside of the study area ~luring the trip to the recreation site are excluded. Average expenditures represent spending by one person during a
recreation visitor day, which equals 12 hours of recreation use.

Average spending estimates were derived from the following sources:
Resident profile: Propst et. al. 1992;
Non-resident profiles: USDA Forest Service 1994.
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Table TA-26, Net Recre~tl,on Expenditure Effects of the Project Alternatives: Shasta Lake

No Action Maximum Flow Row Sludy Percent Inflow Me,chanical Rasloratlon Stale Permit
Change In Change in Change in Change In Change In Change In Change in Change in Change In Change in

Activity/ R ~ecraatio,n Recreation Uselrom Spending Iron Uselrom 3pending Iron Use from Spending from Uselrom Spendinglron Use from ;pendinglrorn
Spending Category Use Spending No Action No Action No Action No Action No Action No Action No Action No Action No Acllon No Action¯

¯
Developed camping: 531,901 (43,636} .(9,2941 (852) 0 9,744
Food stores $2,313, 768 ($189,818 ($40,431 ); ($3,705) $0 $42,385
Eating and drinking establishments 989,335 (81,164) (17,288) (1,584 0 18,123
Service stations and fuel 8,797,638 (721,745) (153,731)I (14,088 0 161,162
Hotels, motels, and campgrounds 1,829,736 (150,109) - (31,973)! (2.930) 0 33,519
Miscellaneous retail & services 1.484,003 (121,745) (25,932) (2,376 0 27,185

Subtotal 531-~901 15,414,483 (43,636) (1,264,581| (9,294] (269~354) (852) (24~684) 0 0 9,744 282~374
Dispersed camping: 443.251 (36,364) (7.745] (710 0 8,120
Food stores $1,378.509 ($113,091 ) ($24,088} ($2,207} $0 $25.253
Eating and drinking’ establishments 593.956 (48.727) (10.379) (951 0 10,881
Service stations and fuel 1.653.325 (135,636) (28.890) (2,648 0 30,287
Holels. motels, and campgrounds 567.361 (46,545) : (9.914) {909) 0 10,393
Miscellaneous ralail & services 886.501 (72.727) (15,491) (1.420) 0 16,240

Subtotal 443,251 5,079,652 (36,364) (416,727) (7,745)i (88,762) (710) (8.134) 0 0 8r120 931053
Fi~h,ing: 709.201 (58, t 82) ( 12.393] (1.136) 0 12.992
Food stores $1,730,450 ($141,963 ($~0,238) ($2,771} $0 $31,700
Eating and drinking establishmants 744,661 (61,091) (13,012) (1,192 0 13,641
SaUce stations and luel 4,638.174 (380.509) (81,048) (7,427 0 84.966
Holeis. molais, and campgrounds 1.411,310 { 115.782) {24,661 } (2.260 0 25.853
Miscellaneous rets]l & services 751.753 (61.673)

(12~393)
(13,136) (t,204 0

12~992      13.771Subtotal 709,201 9~276.349 (58,182) (7611017) (162~096) (1~136 (14,855) 0 0 169,931
Houseboating: 1,551.377 (127,273) (27,109) (2.484} 0 28,419
Food stores $7,058.766 ($579,09~ ($123,345) ($11,304) $0 $129.308
Eating and drinking eslabllshments 3,040,699 (249,454) (53,133) (4,869) 0 55,702
Service stations and lual 22,076,096 (1,811,089) (385,760) (35,352) 0 404,407
Hotels. motels, and campgrounds 8,951,446 (734.363) (156,418) (14,334)

00
163.979

Miscellaneous, retail & services 3,288,919 (269,818) (57,471 } {5,267} 60,249
Subtotal 1,551~377 441415~926 (127,273) (3,643,815] (27~109’, (776~128) (2,484) (71,126) 0 0 28~419 813~645

(~ther boating:: t.196,777 (98,182) (20,913) (1,916) 0 21.823
Food st ores $2,166.166 ($177,709 ($37.852} ($3,469 $0 ; $39.68 t
Eating and drinking establishments 933.486 (76,$821 (16,312) (1,495 0 17,100
Service stations and fuel 4,918,752 (403,5271 (85,9511 (7,877) 0 90,105
Hotels, motels, and campgrounds 2,573,070 (211,091] (44,962) (4,120 0 47,135
Miscellaneous retail & services 1.831,068 (150,218] (31.996) (2,932 0 33,543

Subtotal f,t96,777 12~422~541 , (98,182) (1,019,f26] ~20,913J (2t7,073~ (5,916) (10,893~ 0 O, 2~923 227,566
Non-Resident Tots]: 4,432.506 (363,636) (77,454)I (7,098) 0 81,198
Food stores $14,647,659 ($1,201,672 ($255,954) ($23,456 $0 $268,327
Eating and drinking estabflshmants 6.302,137 (517.018 (110,124) (10,092 0 115.447
Service slatlons and fuel 42,083,985 (3,452.50fi (735,379) (67.391) 0 770,926
Hotels, motels, and campgrounds 15.332.925 (1,257.89(~ (267.929) {24.553) 0 280,880
Miscailaneous retail & services 8.242.245 (676,181 (144,026) (13,199 0 150,988

Tots] 4,432~506 86,608,951 (363~636) (7,105,266] (77,4541 (1,513~412) (7~088~ (138,691) 0 0 81~198 1~586~568
Rasldanl (all ecllvi|ies): 1,250,194 (102,564) (21,846) (2,002) 0 22,902
Food stores $9.276,439 ($76 i .025 ($162,097) ($14,855 $0 $169,933
Eating and drinking establishments 1,862.789 (152.82(~ (3~,551) (2,983 0 34.124
Service stations and fuel - 11,726,820 (962,050 (204,915) (18,779) 0 214,821
Hotels, motels, and campgrounds 1,062.665 (87.179 (18.569) ( 1,702 0 19.467
Miscellaneous retail & services 8,638.841 (708,717 (150,956) (13.834) 0 158.253

Total 1,250,194 32,567.554 (102,564) (2,671,792} (21,846~, (569.088) {2.002) (52,152) 0 0 22,902 596,597

Note: Expanditures represent 2020 expenditure levels in 1997 dollars based on use during average hydrologic years. Use Is shown In 12.hour visitor days.

Source: Jones & Stokes Associates stall eslimate based on esfimatod spending profiles and eslimatad recreation use.



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

statistical models used to predict changes in salmon sportfishing along the Trinity River are
described in the Recreation Resources Technical Appendix.

The following sections describe the methods employed to estimate sportfishing-related
~pending changes associated with use of the Lower Klamath River and in coastal areas.

Salmon and Steelhead Sportfishing on the Lower Klamath River.--The predicted number of
angler days for salmon and steelhead along the Lower Klamath River under the project
alternatives were used asthe basis for estimating spending changes within the KMZ-CA
region, which includes Humboldt and Del Norte Counties. The focus of the analysis was on
changes in nonresident spending because this spending represents new spending within the
regiorL

The predicted number of angler days was apportioned to resident and nonresident
recreationists based on information from the Trinity River User Survey (Douglas pers. comm.)
Similar to the Trinity River, nonresident anglers along the Lower Klamath River were assumed
to account for 57% of the total number of visitor days and residents of the two-county area were
assumed to account for 43%.

Per-day spending estimates developed for resident and nonresident recreationists were then
applied to these estimates of visitor days. Per-day spending estimates and procedures for
allocating this spending among the recreation-related economic sectors are similar to those
described above for the Trinity River. These spending profiles are shown in Table TA-22.

The. spending profiles were applied to the estimates of angler days for the Lower Klamath River
under each alternative to generate the spending impacts shown in Table TA-27.

Ocean Sport Salmon Fishing.~Ocean sport salmon fishing effects were assessed in the coastal
region extending from Monterey, California to the Oregon/Washington border. This region
corresponds to the primary migratory range of Trinity River salmon. Because of the size of this
region, the coastal area was .divided into six. subregions. These subregions were defined as
follows.

Monterey: Point Conception to Point San Pedro, California, including the port area of
Monterey. Counties within this region includes San Luis Obispo, Monterey, and Santa
Cruz.

¯ San Francisco: Point San Pedro to Point Arena, California, including the port area of
San Francisco. Counties within this region include Santa Clara, San Mateo, San
Francisco, Contra Costa, Alameda, Marin, and Sonoma.

¯ Mendocino: Point Arena to Horse Mountain, California, including the port area of Fort
Bragg and the county of Mendocino.

¯ Klamath Management Zone (KMZ)-California: Hor~e Mountain to Point St. George,
California, including the port areas of Eureka and Crescent City. Counties within this
region include Humboldt and Del Norte.

¯ KMZ-Oregon: Point St. George, California, to Humbug Mountain, Oregon, including the
port area of Brookings in Curry County, Oregon.

7"7
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Table TA-27. Spending Effects from Spod Fishing on the Lower Klamath River

No Action Maximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration    Existing Conditions State Permit

Spod Fishing Spod Fishing Spod Fishing Sport Fishing Spod Fishing Sport Fishing Sport Fishing Spod Fishing Spod Fishing Spod Fishing Spod Fishing Sp~d Fishing Sport Fishing Sport Fishing
Days      Spending    Days      Spending Days      Spending Days      Spending    Days      Spending    Days      Spending Days      Spending

Non-Re=ldent= 7,516 9,682 9,377 8,091 7,888 5,061 7,143
% change In days compared to No Action 29% 25% 8% 5% -33% -5%

Food Stores $45,697 $58,867 $57,012 $49,193 $47,959 $30,771 $43,429
Change In spending compared to No Action $13,169 $11,315 $3,496 $2,262 -$14,926 .$2,268

Eating and drinking
establishments $33,146 $42,698 $41,353 $35,681 $34,786 $22,319 $31,501
Change in spending compared to No Action $9,552 $8,207 $2,536 $1,641 -$10,827 -$1,645

Serv|ce sh tions and
fuel $30,616 $89,696 $38,446 $33,173 $32,341 $20,750 $29,286
Change in spending compared to No Action $8,881 $7,630 $2,358 $1,525 -$10,066 -$1,529

Hotels, motels, and
campgrounds $109,207 $140,679 $136,248 $117,562 $114,613 $73,536 $103,708
Change In spending compared’ to No Action $31,472 $27,040 $8,355 $5,405 -$35,671 -$5,420

Miscellaneous retail
and sentices $119,354 $153,750 $148,907 $128,485 $125,261 $80,368 $113,431
Change In spending compared to No Action $34,396 $29,553 $9,131 $5,907 -$38,965 -$5,923

TOTAL $338,220 $435,600 $421,965 $364,095 $354,960 $227,745 $321,435
Change in spending compared to No Action $97,470 $83,745 $25,875 $16,740 -$110,475 .$16,785

5,637 7,262 7,033 6,068 5,916 3,796 5,357
% change in Idps compeJ’ed to No Action 29% 25% 8% 5% -33% -5%

Food Stores $49,436 $63,688 $81,679 $53,216 $51,883 $33,291 $46,981

Eating and drinking
establishments $13,134 $16,920 $16,387 $14,138 " $13,784 $8,845 $12,482

Sen/ice stl lions and
fuel $34,104 $43,835 $42,550 $36,711 $35,792 $22,966 $32,410

Hoteb, motels, and
campgrounds $28,523 $36,746 $35,587 $30,704 $29,935 $19,208 $27,106

Miscellaneous retail
and services                    $137,656 $177,3~38 $171,746 $148,181 $144,468 $92,698 $130,818

TOTAL $262,853 $338,627 $327,949 $362,95~I ’ $275,863 $177,007 $249,797
Change In spending compared to No Action $75, .774 $85,095 $20,098 $13,010 -$85,846 .$13,056



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

¯̄ Northern/Central Oregon: Humbug Mountain, Oregon, to Ledbetter Point,
Washington, including the Oregon port areas of Coos Bay, Newport, Tillamook, and the
Columbia River. Counties within this region include Coos, Douglas, Lane, Lincoln,
Tillamook, and Clatsop.

The predicted number of ocean sport salmon fishing trips in each subregio.n under the project
alternatives were used as the basis for estimating spending changes within each subregion. The
focus of the analysis was on changes in nonresident spending because this spending represents
new spending within the region.

The predicted number of sportfishing trips was apportioned to resident and nonresident
salmon anglers based on information obtained from discussions with Pacific Fishery
Management Council (PFMC) staff and review of available studies. Per-trip spending profiles,
as derived from Thomson and Huppert (1987) and shown in Table TA-28, were then applied to
these estimates of angler days to generate the spending impacts shown in Tables TA-29a
through TA-29f.

TableTA-28. Average per Person per Trip Spending for Ocean Sport Salmon Fishing (1997 dollars)

Sector Charter Boat Private Boat

Food stores $3.89 $4.44

Eating and drinking establishments $7.79 $8.90

Service stations and fuel $13.35, . $26.87

Hotels, motels, and campgrounds $7.79 $8.88

Mis’cellaneous retail services and products $76.06 $25.30

TOTAL (per person per day) $108.88 $74.39

Source: Based on information from Thomson and Huppert 1987, as found in U.SI Bureau of Reclamation 1997.

Ocean Colnmercial Sahnon Fishing.

.The focus of the oc.ean commercial fishing assessment was on estimating the change in gross
harvest revenue received by the ocean salmon fishing industry under the proiect alternatives.
Changes in gross harvest revenues, or final demand, for the commercial fishing industry were
then used as input to the model used to estimate regional changes in total industrial output and
direct and total changes in place-of-work income and employment.

Changes in gross salmon harvesting revenues were estimated based on estimated changes in
ocean commercial salmon harvests within the coastal subregions under each alternative and
assumed market prices for salmon. The subregions used in this assessment were the same as
those identified above for ocean sport salmon fishing effects, extending from Monterey,
California to the Oregon/Washington border.

A full description of the methods used to estimate changes in ocean commercial salmon
harvests for each region and alternative is presented in the Fisheries Resources Tehhnical
Appendix. The fishery impact analysis focused on estimating changes in the total ocean

79
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Table TA-29a. Ocean Salmon Sport Fishing Spending: North/Central Oregon Region

Oregon: No~llVContr=l Coeet "O

ITI
ZNo Action Maximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechan~,al Restoration ExLsting Condilions State Permit

REGION/SECTOR Tripe Spending     Tripe Spending Tripe Spending     Tdpe Spending Tdpe Spending Trip~ Spending Tdp~ Spending

186.713 207,051 205,820 201,718 201,171 150,744 161,884

Food Stores $808.467 $896.531 $891,240 $873,4~g               $871,070              $652,722                $700.958
Non-resldent spending changee $17,613 $16,554 $12,994 $12,521 "-$31,149 -$21,502

Eating ,.nd drinking
es~aJ>lishm~nts $1,620,669 $1,797,203 $1,766,596 $1,750,91 2 $1,746,164 $1,308,458 $1,405,153Non-resident q>anding changes $35,307 $33,185 $26,049 $25.099 -$62,442 -$43,103

Servico eta 6on$ ~nd ~,)
fue! $4.512,853 $5.004.423 $4,974,887 $4,875,524 $4,862,303 $3,643,482 $3,912,736Non-resident spending changes $98,314 $~2,407 $72.534 $69,890 .-$173,874 -$120,023

Hotel. motel~, and
c~m(:KJ rOU nd~ $1,616,935 $1,793,062 $1.782,479 $1,746,878 $1.742.141 $1.305.443 $1.401.915Non,-res~,dant spendin9 changes $35,225 $33,109 $25°989 $25.041 -$62,298 -$43,004

Miscellaneou= ret=il ’.
and services $6,618,976 $7,339,958 $7,296,638 $7.150,903 $7.131,512 $5.343,875 $5,738,788Non-~esident spending ¢hangel $144,106 $135,532 $106.385 $102.507 -$255.020 -$176.038

TOTAL $15,177,900 $16,831,176 $16,731,839 $16,397,656 $16.35~,191 $12,253,980 $13.159,550

Non-Resident Spending Changes (20% of total change) $330,655 $310.788 $243.951 $235,059 -$584,784 -$403.670



Table TA-29b. Ocean Salmon Sport Fishing Spending: KMZ-Oregon Region

Or~Jon: K~Z

No AClion Maximum Flow Flow ~udy Percent In|!ow Mechanical Restoration Exisiting Conditions State Permit
REGtON/SECTOR Tdge Spending     Tz~ps Spending TH~ Spending     Tp;p~ Spending T~ips Spending Tri,ps Spending Tdps Spending

56,974 95,966 94,387 88,279 87,295 52,061 50,518

Food Stores $246,697 $415,533 $408,696 $382,248 $377,987 ~225.424 $218,743
Non-reskJent spending changes $33,767 $32,400 $27,1 I0 $26,258 -$4,255 -$5,591

Eating and drinking
establishments $494,534 $832.985 $819,279 $766.262 $757,721 $4510869 . $438.496
Non-resldent spending changes $67,690 $64,940 $54,345 $52,637 -$8,529 -$11,208

Service eta lk>ne and
furl $1,377.062 $2,310,498 $2,281,334 $2.133,703 $2,109,920 $1,258.314 $1.221,020
Non-resident spending than.gee $188,487 $180,854 $151,328 $146,572 -$23.749 -$31.208

Hotels. motels, end
campgrounds $493,395 $831,066 $817,391 $764,496 $755,975 $450,848 $437,486
Non.cesident spending changes $67.534 $64,799 $34,220 $52.516 -$8,509 -$11°182

Miscellaneous retail
and service= $2.019.728 $3,401,995 $3,346,019 $3,129,491 $3,094,608 $1,845,562 $1,790,863
Non-resident spending change,. $276,453 $265,258 $221.952 $214,976 -$34,833 -$45.773

$4,631,416 $7.801,076 $7,672,719 $7,176,200 $7,096,211 $4°232,039 $4,106.608TOTAL

Non-Resident Spending Changes (20% of total) $633,932 $608.261 $508,957 $492,959 -$79,876 -$104,962



Table TA-29c. Ocean Salmon Sport Fishing Spending: KMZ-CA Region

C=llfomla: KMZ Region (Charter Bo=t)
C~

No Action M~ximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Re~to~ation Existing Conditions - State Permit O
REGION/SECTOR Tdp~ Spending     THp~ Spending Trips Spending     Tdps Spending THps Spending Trips Spending     THp~ Spending Z

O
1,294 2.246 2.210 2,066 2,050 1,020 1,168

Food Stores $5,034 $8.737 $8,597 $8,037 $7,975 $3,068 $4.544
Non.~’o~Iont spending changes $2,222 $2,138 $1,802 $1,765 -$640 -$294

Eating and drinking -l-
establishments $10,080 $17,496 $17,216 $16.004 $15.970 $7,946 $9,090
Non-rosidont spending changos $4,450 $4,281 $3,608 $3,534 -$1,281 -$589

Sen/k:. s~a tions and
fue~ $17,275 $29.084 $20.50~ $27,581 $27,368 $13.617 $15.568
Non-resldent spending changes $7,626 $7,337 $6.184 $6.056 -$2,105 -$1,009 "O

ZHotel, motels, and
campgrounds $10,080             $17.406             $17,216             $16,094               $15.970              $7,946                $9.099
Non-ree~:lent speoding changes $4,450 $4,281 $3,608 $3,534 -$1,281 -$589

Mizcellaneou= retail
and service= $~.422 $170,031 $168.0~3 $157,140 $155.923 $77.581 $88,838
Non-resident spending changes $43.445 $41.803 $35,231 $34.501 -$12.504 -$5,750 O’)

TOTAL $140.891 $244.544 $240,625 $224,946 $223.204 $111,058 ~127.172

Non-Resident Spending Changes’(60% of torsi) $62,192 $50.840 $50.433 $49,388 -$17,900 -$8.231

Csllfomt4: KMZ Region (Private Bostl]

¯ No Action Maximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration Existing Conditions State Permit
REGION/SECTOR Tdpe Spending     Tdps Spending Tdpe Spending     Tr~ps Spe~ting Tdps Spending THps - Spending Tdps Spending

34,948 50,084 49.535 47,428 47,128 26,100 32,876

Food Stores $155,160 $222.373 $21 g,035 $210.580 $200,248 $115,884 $145,960
Non..resPJan( spending changes $10.081 ... $g.715 $8,312 $8.112 -$5,893 -$1,3B0

Eating and drinking
est ab~inhments $311,037 $445,748 $440,862 $422,10g $419.439 $232,200 $202,506
Non-resident spending changes= $20,207 $19.474 $16.661 $16,260 -$11,812 -$2,766

Se,rvics sts tlons and
fue~ $930,053 $1.345.757 $1,331.005 $1,274,300 $1.266.320 $701.307 $883.378
Non.resident spending changes $61,006 $58,793 $50.301 $40,001 -$35.662 -$8.351

Hotels. motels, and ¯
campgmunde $310.338 $444,746 $430.871 $421,161 $418,497 $231,768 $291,939
Non-rest, den! spending changes $20.161 $19,430 $16,623 $16,224 -$11,786 -$2.760

Miscellaneous retail
and sentlces $884,184 $1"2~7.125 $1,253,236 $1,100,028 $1,192,338 $660,330 $831,763
Non-~’esldsnt spending changes $57,441 $55,358 $47,362 $46,223 -$33,578 -$7,863

TOTAL $2,509,782 $3,725.749 $3,684,009 $3,528.169 $3,505,852 $1,941,579 $2,445.646

Non-Resident Sponding Changes (15% of to~al) $168,895 $162,769 $139.258 $135,911 -$98,730 .$23,120



Table TA-29d. Ocean Salmon Sport Fishing Spending: Mendo,cino Region

C=llfoml~: Mendoclno Region (Chs~ter Boat)

No Action Maxi:mum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration Existing Conditions State Permit
REGION/SECTOR Trip= Spending     T~=:~ Spending Trips Spending     Trips Spending Trips Spending Trips Spendin~ Tdps Spending

4.032 6.271 6.100 5.3~4 5.286 2.860 2.576

Food Stores $15.684 $24.394 $23.764 $20.983 $20.563 $11.125 $10.021
Non-ret~lent =pending changes $5.226 $4.848 $3.170 $2,927 -$2’735 -$3.398

Eating and drinking
establishments $31.409 $48.851 $47.589 $42.019 $41.178 $22.279 $20.067
Non-ro$ideni spending changes $10.465 $9.708 $6.366 $5.861 -$5.478 -$6.805

Service sta 6on$ and
fu=d $53.827 $83.718 $81.555 $72.010 $70.568 $38.181 $34.390
Non-resident spending changes $17.934 $16.637 $10.910 $10.045 -$9.388 -$11.663

Hoteio. motol=. 8r~
campgrounds $31.409 $48.851 $47,580 $42,019 $41,178 $22,279 $20,067
Non-resident spending changes $10.465 $3.708 $6.366 $5.861 -$5.478 -$6.805

Misce~nanu$ retail .~.
and ~n~ces $306.674 $476.072 $464.651 $410.268 $402.053 $217.532 $195.031
Non-rodent spending changes $102.179 $94,786 $62,156 $57,228 -$53,485 -$66,446 0’)

TOTAL $,139.004 $682.786 $665.148 $587.299 $575.540 $311.307 $280.475 ~1
NonoResident Spending Changes (60% of total) $146.269 $135.686 $88.977 $81,921 -$76,564 -$95,118 ~

Cellfomle:M~tdoclno Reg,lon (Pltveto Bolts) ~

NO Action Maximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration Existing Conditions State Permit ~
REG|ON/SEC~’OR Tdps Spending    Trips    Spending Trips    Spending Trips    Spending Trips Spending Trip= Spending Trip= Spending

J
29.695                30.682               38;967               35.973               35,444                  21,064               22,172                                      (~

Food Stores : $131.846 $176.188 $173.013 $159.720 $157.371 $93.524 $98.444
Non-resident spending changes $6,651 $6.175 $4,181 $3.829 -$5,748 -$5,010 ~

Eating and drinking (’3
ostab~ishmenta $264.286" $353.170 $346.806 $320.160 $315.452 $187.470 $107.331 mNon-resident spending changes $13.333 $12,378 ~ $8.381 $7.675 -$11.522 -$10.043 ~

O
Service stot~ eml Z

fu=d . $797.905 $1,066,255 $1o047,043 $966,595 $952,380 $565,990 $595,762 ;2~Non-resident spending changes $40.253 $37,371 $25,303 $23,171 -$34,787 -$30,321 ~
Hotel=. metals, and ---Icampgrounds $263.602 $352.376 $346.027 $319.440 $314.743 $187.048 $186.887 ITI
Non-res~lant spending changes $13 303 $12,350 $8.362 $7,658 -$11,496 -$10,021 L~)T

ZMilcel~.n~ou$ r~ta~l ~and ~orvices $751,284 $I,003,055 $985.865 $910,117 $896.733 $532,918 $560,952 ~>Non-ro~dont spending changes $37.901 $35.187 $23.825 $21.817 -$32.755 -$28.550 I--

TOTAL $2,209.011 $2,951.844 $2.898.755 $2.676.031 $2,636.679 $~1.566.951 $1.640.375 "~
m

Non-Residnot Spending Changes(15% of total) $111.440 $103.462 $70.053 $64.150 -$06.309 -$83.945 Z



Table TA-29e. Ocean Salmon Sport Fishing Spending: San Francisco Region ~-~0
C~llfomla: Sin Frsnclaco Region (Chsrt*r BosS)

rrl
No Action Maximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration Ex~ing Conditions State Permit ~’~

Spending Tripe Spending     Tdpe Spending Tdpe Spending Tdps Spending Tdpe Spending              OzREGION/SECTOR Spending

O82,312 83.388 83.388 83.388 83.388 64,600 76,933 ~’

Food Stores $320,104 $324,370 " $324,370 $324.379 $324,379 $251.294 $299,260
Non-resident spending changes $2,093 $2.093 $2,093 $2,093 -$34,450 -$10,462

m
Eating and drinking
eotab|jshmonts $641,210 $649,593 $649.593 $649,593 $649,593 $503,234 $5~g,308 Z
Non-rest:lent spending changes $4,191 $4,1g1 $4.101 $4,1gl -$68,088 -$20,951

Sorv~co eta lions and r"
fuel $1,098,865 $1,113,230 $1,113,230 $1,113,230 $1.113,230 $862,410 $1,027.056
Non~osidont sponding chan~ea $7,182 $7.182 $7,182 $7,182 -$118,228 -$35,005 -O

Hotels, motels, end Z
campgrounds $641.210 $640.593 $649,593 $649.523 $649.593 $503,234 $5~9,308
Non.resident spending changes $4,191 $4,191 $4,101 $4.191 -$68,988 -$20,951

M;-celbtnooue total|
end ~rvices $6,260,651 $6,342,401 $6,342.491 $6,342,491 $6,342,491 $4,913,476 $5,851.524
Non-resident spending changes $40,920 $40,020 $40,920 $40.020 -$673,587 -$204,563

TOTAL $8.962,131. $9,070.285 $9,079,285 $9,079.285 $8,079,285 $7,033,648 $8,376,465

Non-Resident Spending Changes (50% of total) $58,577 $58,577 $58,577 $58,577 -$964,241 -$292,833

C.,llfornl=: Sen Francisco Region (Privets Boats)

No Action . " Maximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration Existing Conditions State Permit
REGION/SECTOR Tr~Fe Spending     Tripe Spending Tdps Spending     Trips Spending Tripe Spending Trios Spending Tdpe Spending I

57.095             57,095            57,095            57,0~5.            57,095              44,800             54,332

Food ~tores $253.502 $253,502 $253,502 $253,502 $253.502 $198,912 $241,234
Non-~eoident spending changes $0 :. $0 $0 $0 -$8,188 -$1,840

Eating and d’ri~king
est eb~iahmont~ $508,146 $508,146 $508,146 $508,146 $508,146 "$398,720 $483,555
Non.resident spending changes $8 $0 $0 $0 -$16,414 -$3.689

Service stations and
fuel $1,534,143 $1,5~4o143 $1,5~4.143 $1.5~4,143 $1..5~4,143 $1.203,776 -
Non-resident spending changes $0 $0 $0 $0 -$49.555 -$11,136

Hotels. motels, and ¯
can~3mu ads $507°004 $507,004 $507,004 $507,004 $507,004 $3~7,824 $482,468
Non-rasklent spending changes $0 $0 $8 $0 . -$16,377

Miscellaneous retail
and services $1,444,504 $1,444,504 $1,444.504 $1,444,504 $1.444.504 $1,133,440 $1,374,600
Non-o’elident spending chang es $0 $0 $0 $0 ° -$46,660 -$10,486

TOTAL $4,247,297 $4,247,297 $4.247.297 $4,247,297 $4,247,297 $3,332.672 $4,041,757

Non-Residnet Spending Changes (15% of total) $0 $0 $0 $0 -$137,194 -$30,831



Table TA-29f. Ocean Salmon Sport Fishing Spending: Monterey Region

California:Monterey Region (Charter Boat)

No Action " Maximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration Existing Conditions State Permit
REGION/SECTOR Tdps Spending     Tdps Spending T~pe Spending     Tdps Spending Tdl~ Spending Tr~ps Spending Trips Spending

43,708 43.708 43,708 43.708 43.708 27.501 40,615

Food Stores $170.024 $170,024 $170.024 $170,024 $170,024 $106,979 $157,902
Non.resident’spending changes $0 $0 $0 $0 .$44,132 -$B.422

Eating and drinking
estsbtishment~ $340.485 $340.485 $340.485 $340.485 $340,485 $214,233 $316,391
No n.~’esid antspa nd ing changes $0 $0 $0 $0 -$88,377 -$16,866

Sentloe sta tioae and
fue~ $583,502 $583,502 $583,502 $583,502 $583.502 $367,138 $542,210
Non-resident spending chan.ges $0 $0 $0 $0 -$151,454 -$28,904

Hotels, motets, and
campgrounds $340,485 $340,485 $340,485 $340.485 $340,485 $214,233 $316.301
Noa.re~den! ~pend’~ag cha~ges $0 $0 $0 $0 -$88,377 -$16,866

Mbcallaneoua mt-;I
and ~r,’loes $3,324,430 $3,324,430 $3.324,430 $3.324,430 $3.324,430 $2,091,726 $3.089,177
Non-reek:lent spending changes $0 $0 $0 $0 " -$862‘8~J -$164,678 O’)

TOTAL ~ $4.758,927 $4.758,627 $4.758,927 $4,758.027 $4,758.927 - $2.994,309 $4.422,161

Non-Resldnet Spending Changes (70% of total) $0 $0 $0 $0 -$1,235,233 -$235,736

C~llfornla: Monterey Region (Ptlvat~ Bo==ts) O’)

No Action Maximum Flow Flow Study Percent Inflow Mechanicel Restoration Existing Conditions State Permit
REGION/SECTOR THPS Spending     Tdps Spending Tp~ps Spending     Tril~ Spending Trips Spending Trips Spending Trips Spending

89,066 89,066 89.066 86,066 89,066 56,045 ~,, 84,886

Food Stores $395,453 $395,453 $395,453 $395,453               $395,453 $248,840                $376,894
Non-re=~dant spending changes $0 :. $0 $0 $0 -$36,653 -$4,640 Or)

Eating and drinking
e~ab~ishrnents $792.687             $792,687             $792,687            $792,687              $792‘687             $498,80t              $755.485 IT]
Non-m~ident spending changes $0 $0 $0 $0 -$73,472 -$9.301

S~n, loe sta t~s and
fu~ $2,393,203 $2,393.203 $2‘393,203 $2‘393,203 $2‘393,203 $1,505.629 $2‘280,887
Non-resident spending changes $0 $0 $0 $0 -$221.819 -$28,070

~J~
Hotels, motels, and .-..]
campgrounds $790,906 $790,906 $790,906 $790.906 $760,906 $497.680 $753,788 IT]
Non-~osident spo~d~g changes $0 $0 $0 $0 -$73,307 -$9,280

Mtsce~n~ous mt~l
and ~rvloas $2,253,370 $2,253,370 $2,253,370 $2,253,370 $2,253.370 $1,417,939 $2’147,616
Non-resioent spending changes $0 $0 $0 $0 .$208,858 .$26,439 r--

"-oTOTAL                   - $6,625,620         $6,625,620         $6,625,620        $6,625,620          $6,625,620         $4,169,188          $6,314.670

Non-Resi.dnat Spending Changes (25% of total) $0 $0 $0 $0 -$614.108 -$77,738
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commercial harvest of salmon in each coastal region resulting from chaf~ges in the harvest of
salmon originating naturally from the Trinity River under the project alternatives. The number
of salmon available for commercial harvest vary throughout the coastal regions, with salmon
stock sizes determining the allowable harvest in each coastal region. As any particular stock
size increases or decreases, relative numbers of salmon available for harvest in each region
shift. Changes in the abundance of naturally produced Trinity River salmon would, therefore,
affect overall harvest levels throughout coastal regions. The fishery impact assessment
incorporated appropriate factors to adjust for shifts in harvest impacts based on the magnitude
of allowable harvest.

As described in the Fisheries Resources Technical Appendix, harvesf estimates for Trinity River
naturally produced salmon were developed by the Trinity River EIS/EIR Fish and Channel
Restoration Team for each alternative. Total harvest estimates for each alternative and region
were provided by the Service.

Changes in harvest levels would directly affect gross revenues for the salmon harvesting sector
in each region. The value of the ocean commercial salmon harvest under both no-action and
with-project conditions was assessed based on estimated harvest levels and assumed market
prices received by commercial fishers. Harvest levels, in number of fish, were converted to
harvested weight based on harvest and weight data from 1986-1990 (Pacific Fishery
Management Council 1997). Average pounds per harvested salmon were derived by .weighting
calculated averages for chinook and coho by the proportion of the overall salmon harvest
attributable to each specie. This procedure resulted in average salmon welghts of 9.7 pounds
(dressed weight) in California and 7.2 pounds in Oregon over this period. These average
weights were assumed for the analysis. (Cohos, which are generally smaller than chinook,
have historically represented a much larger share of the Oregon harvest.)

Real (i.e., adjusted for inflation) salmon prices varied substantially from year to year among the
coastal regions between 1980 and 1986. According to the PFMC (1997), average chinook salmon
prices over this period ranged from $1.55-$3.81 per dressed pound (in 1997 dollars) in Oregon
and from $1.44-$3.41 per pound in California. Salmori prices along the West Coast generally
have been declining since the early 1990s.

To avoid speculation concernirig future market price levels, an average sales price of $3.01 per
pound (dressed weight) for Oregon and $3.04 per pound for California were used to estimate
bothno-action and with-project gross harvest values. Prices were calculated based on price
data reported by the PFMC (1997) for the 1981-1990 period, adjusted to 1997 dollars using the
Producer Price Index. The 1981-1990 period represents an era when regional harvest levels
were relatively high and before highly restrictive harvest-management measures were
imposed. The use of constant, average prices assumes that changes in harvest levels will have
little effect on pricesreceived by the salmon harvesting°sector.

Estimated gross harvest revenues under no-action and with.project conditions are presented for
each region in Table TA-30. This table shows revenues for both the harvest of salmon naturally
originating from the Trinity River and total harvests of salmon originating from all sources.

C--093297
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Table TA-30. Estimated Average Annual Harvesting Sector Gross Revenues under No-Action and With-Project Conditions

Flow Study/
No Action Maximum Flow Preferred Alternative Percent Inflow Mechanical Restoration State Permit

Ex-Vessel
Region of Harvest Price per    Trinity Total Trinity Total Tri.nlty Total Trinity Total Trinity Total Trinity Total
(Port Areas) Pound/a Harvest/b Harvest/b Harvest/b Harvestib HarvestJb Harvest/b Harvest]b Harvest/b Hawest/b Harvestro Harvest/b Ha~est/Io

($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000)

Northern/Central Oregon
(Columbia River/Ti.llamook/
Newport/Coos Bay) $3.01 $30.1 $7,999.1 $466.4 $12,576.3 $375.6 $12.255.5 $104.2 $11,219.6 $74.6 $11,087.4 $0.0 $4,280.2

KMZ-Oregon
(Brooldngs) " $3.01 1.1 54.2 27.7 587.3 21.5 546.1 4.8 407.4 3.3 ’387.9 0.0 0.0

KMZ-Califomia 03

(Crescent City/Eureka) $3.04 1.5 61.9 31.6 701.8 25.4 651.7 5.6 466.6 3.5 465.9 0.0 0.0

Mendod,no
(Fort Bregg) $3.04 4.4 404.0 102.6 2,846.5 79.9 2,624.2 18.6 1,468.5 12.7 1,332.9 0.0 0.0 03

San Francisco               $3.04      30.4    5,877.0     131.8    6,139.4     123.0    6,139.4      68.7    6,139.4      56.3    6,139.4       0.0    4,266.9

IMonterey $3.04 23.6 4,573.6 102.6 4,573.6 95.5 4,573.6 53.7 4,573.6 43.9 4,573.6 0.0 3,311.5

¯ 03Total N,~ $91.1 $18,969.8 $862.7 $27,426.9 $’~20.8 $26,690.5 j $255.6 $24,295.1 $194.3 $23.987.1 $0.0 $11.858.6

ITI
Notes:
Prices and revenues ~re expressed in dollars adjusted to a 1997 base year. z

NA = not applicable.

la Represents average ex-vessel prices for Oregon and California salmon over the 1981-1990 period (Pacific Fishery Management Council 1997) adjusted to 1997 dollars using the Producer
Price Index.

z
/b Represents the gross value of the salmon harvest, Derived by multiplying price by pounds of salmon landed based on an average dressed weight per salmon of 9.7 pounds for California

and 7.2 pounds for Oregon.

z
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Annual Regional Impacts in the Trinity River Basin and Lower Klamath River BasinlCoastal
Area Regions

Regional economic impacts were evaluated for the Trinity River Basin (i.e., Trinity and Shasta
Counties) and all coastal areas other than the San Francisco Coastal Area using the IMPLAN
input-output (IO) model with a 1992 database package. I-O models attempt to characterize a
region’s economy through inter-industry tables reflecting transactions between industries at a
given point in time. As a result, I-O models consider the trade linkages between directly and
indirectly affected sectors of the economy, allowing evaluations Of changes in a region’s
economy resulting f.r6m a change in the demand for an industry’s product.

Using the IMPLAN I-O model, regional models were constructed for the Trinity River Basin
and coastal areas to include the counties within each area. Project-related changes in final
demand and consumer spending were used to estimate regional impacts for each area.

The focus of the regional analysis was on estimating changes in direct and total (i.e., direct,
indirect, and induced) industrial output, place-of-work income, and jobs. Direct effects are the
first-round purchases made by businesses to meet the increased demand for their products by
customers, such as recreationists for retail businesses or seafood processors for salmon
harvesters. Indirect effects are the ripple effects that occur in the economy as the first-round
suppliers make additional input purchases to meet their increased demand. The direct and
indirect effects result in an overall production increase in the area, which generates additional
employment and income for households. As households spend their increased income, further
rounds of economic activity are induced. (USDA Forest Service.,1994)

Forthe Trinity River Basin, project-related changes in hydropower costs and changes in
recreation spending related to use of the Trinity River and Trinity and Shasta Lakes were used
to assess aggregated changes in regional economic activity. For the coastal areas, estimated
project-related changes in spending by ocean sport fishers and changes in gross revenues for-
the ocean commercial salmon industry were used to evaluate regional effects. (For the KMZ-
California Coastal Area, which includes the Lower Klamath River, recreation spending changes
associated with use of the Lower Klamath River were also included.)

The assessment of r~gional effects resulting from changes in recreation-related spending
focused on nonresident expenditures because purchases on goods and services within the
region by nonresidents bring outside dollars into the local region. Nonresident spending
represents new economic activity within the region. Conversely, spending by recreationists
who reside in the region represents only a transfer of money within the region and does not
generally contribute to new economic growth. Therefore, only trip-related spending by
nonresidents within each region was considered in th~ analysis.

The regional analysis assessed three levels of economic effects: total economic effects, economic
effects by sector, and economic impacts on more affected groups (e.g., the ocean commercial
salmon industry). The sectorial analysis generally focused on those sectors most-affected by
changes in recreation-related spending and salmon harvesting, including the wholesale and
retail trade sectors, the lodging sector, the commercial fishing sector, and the seafood
processing sector.

C--093299        -
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Because the IMPLAN I-O model is backward linked (i.e., the model assesses economic changes
in industries supplying inputs to the directly affected industry), the model does not accurately
capture impacts on forward-linked industries resulting from changes in the output of industries
producing intermediate goods. For example, a small proportion of commercially harvested
salmon is sold as a final product to consumers through farmers markets, but much of total
harvest is sold as an intermediate product to seafood processors who freeze, can, cure,and
prepare salmon for final consumption. As a result, inputting project-related changes in
commercial salmon harvest values into the IMPLAN model will not allow the impacts to
seafood processors to be captured. To capture effects on these forward-linked sectors, the .
commercial fishing-related inputs into the model Wer6 allocated among the industries that
produce final products from the intermediate salmon inputs. This was done by using the
IMPLAN database to produce a commodity balance sheet for commercial fishing for each
region showing database values for the percentage of the commercial harvest processed within
the region, and, for each processing sector, the proportion of each sector’s total inputs
accounted for by the raw salmon.

The change in the output of the fish processing sector resulting from a change in the value of
the commercial salmon harvest can be calculated from these data. For example, in the
Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area, the IMPLAN database indicates that 95% of the
region’s fish harvest is processed locally by the prepared fresh or frozen fish sector. The 96% of
regional fish production accounts for approximately 16% of the total value of the fresh/frozen
fish sector’s output. Therefore, a $1.0 million change in the value of the commercial salmon
harvest would result in a $5.9 million dollar change in the output of the regional fresh/frozen
fish sector [$1,000,000 * (0.96/0.16) = $5,937,500]. Using this method, output changes were
derived for each seafood processing sector for each region and alternative, and the resulting
values were input into the IMPLAN model to generate regional changes in economic activity
for the processing sectors.

Economic impacts within each region were evaluated for each alternative by comparing the
total and sector-level changes in industrial output, place-of-work income, and jobs to projected
2020 no-action levels for the NEPA analysis and to estimated 1995 existing-conditions levels for
the CEQA analysis. Projections of 1995 and 2020 economic activity were done by indexing up
levels from th.e 1992 database using county-level population growth projections provided by
the California Department of Finance (1998) and the Oregon Office of Economic Analysis
(1997). Economic levels for the commercial fishing and processing sectors were not indexed up
from 1992 to 1995 and 2020 levels because the outputs of these sectors were assumed to be more
sensitive to resource availability than to population growth rates.

Hydropower Methodology

Data on changes in hydropower value were obtained from Western. It was assumed that a
change in hydropower value has an equivalent impact on the value of personal consumption
expenditure originating in the region. IMPLAN includes a personal consumption vector that
allocates the change .in expenditure over regional industries and imports. The impact on
regional personal consumption is less than the value of hydropower lost because of the leakage
caused by import purchases. The initial personal consumption impacts are shown in
Table TA-31.

C--093300              -
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SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Table TA-31. Direct Effects on Regional Economics from Hydropower,
Change to Personal Consumption Expenditure, Million $ Annually

Alternative
, Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State

Region Flow Study Inflow Restoration Permit
Trinity -0.321 -0.069 -0.087 0.000 0.073
Sacramento Region -11.850 -2.532 -3.196 0.000 2.702
Bay Region -10.493 -2.242 -2.830 0:000 2.~93
San Joaquin -2.280 -0.487 -0.615 0.000 0.520

Tulare Region -1.090 -0.230 0.300 0.000 0.250

M&I Water Supply Methodology

Data on changes in cost of M&I water supply were obtained from the M&I water cost analysis
(Section 3.9.1). It was assumed that a change in cost of M&I water supply has an equivalent
inverse impact on the value of personal consumption expenditure originating in the region.
IMPLAN includes a personal consumption vector that allocates the change in expenditure over
regional industries and imports. The impact on regional personal consumption is less than the
change in M&I water costs because of the leakage caused by import purcl~ases. The initial
impacts are shown in Table TA-32.

Table TA-32. Direct Effects on Regional Economics from M&I Water Costs,
Change to Personal Consumption Expenditure, Million $ Annually

Alternative
Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State

Region Flow Study Inflow Restoration Permit
Trinity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sacramento Region. -2.70 -0.70 -0.10 0.00 .0.50
Bay Region -7.60 -1.30 0.00 0.00 0.80
San Joaquin -0.50 -0.10 0.00 0.00 0.10
Tulare Region 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Agriculture Methodology

Data on changes in value of production and net income in agriculture were obtained from the
Agriculture section (Section 3.9.2). Impacts associated with a change in gross value of
production were captured by changing the value of production of that crop in the pertinent I-O
IMPLAN model. I-O normally includes backward trade linkages only, so an adjustment is
required to avoid understating total impacts by neglecting forward linkages. For rice, sugar,
and fruits and vegetables the analysis includes an adjustment to capture impacts in forward
processing. It was assumed that 90 percent of rice would be milled in the region, 80 percent of

9o
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sugar beets would be processed, and 15 percent of fruits and vegetables would be sent to the
regional canned fruits and vegetables sector. Therefore, if the total change in rice production is
$1,000, then the change in rice sold to mills is $900, and the change in exports of rough rice is
$1oo.,

It is assumed that losses in regional production of rice, fruits and vegetables would not result in
increased imports to regional processing facilities to compensate for the loss, and vice-versa.
Therefore,.the change in the value of output in the forward processing sector can be estimated
as the change in the value of raw product, processed divided by the share of pr.ocessed output
value accounted for by the raw product. For example, if 25 percent of the value of milled rice is
made up of r6ugh rice, then the initial change in final demand of milled rice used in the I-O
analysis would be $3,600 ($900/.25). The total direct change in value of rice produced would be
$100 of rough rice and $3,600 of milled rice, or $3,700.

Some impacts cannot be captured by use of the change in value of production only. Changes in
application of irrigation technology, changes in groundwater pumping costs, and revenue
changes from changes in crop prices are handled separately. First, the net effect of these
changes on net farm income is estimated. The change in net returns is assumed to result in
equivalent changes in farmers’ expenditures. It is assumed that half of the change affects the
farm machinery and equipment sector (sector number 309) and the other half affects
miscellaneous retail (sector number 455). For example, if better crop prices increase net returns
by $1,000, the farmer then spends $500 more on new machinery and $500 on retail goods.

The initial impacts arising from the agricultural sector are show,n in Table TA-33.

Social Methodology

Social impacts and effects are the changes in people lives resulting from implementation of an
alternative. During scoping and throughout the study/the public requested social impacts be
identified. Public issues and concerns, the results of the regional economic analyses, and the
results of the analyses of other resource areas were analyzed and discussed with individuals in
and knowledgeable of the local and regional areas to identify significant social impacts.

Existing Conditions Methodology

To meet CEQA requirements, the modeled Preferred Alternative impacts were compared to
modeled existing conditions, i.e., 1995. IMPLAN estimates of total industry output, place of
work income, and employment represent 1992 conditions. Therefore, they were adjusted to
reflect 1995 conditions. For all sectors, except agriculture and commercial fishing, the
correction was based on the ratio of the 1995 to 1992 populations. For the commercial fishing
sector, no growth was assumed between those years. F~)r the agricul~ral sectors, anticipated
growth of 0.5 percent per year was used based on results from the Central Valley Production
Model (CVPM).

C--093302
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Table TA-33. Direct Effects on Regional Economics from Agricultural Sector, Million $ Annually

Region

Sacra- Bay    San           Sacra- Bay    San
mento Region Joaquin Tulare mento Region Joaquin Tulare

Alternative

Sector Maximum Flow Flow Study

Cotton 0.00 0.00 -6.20 -2.20 0.00 0.00 -1.10 -0.60

Food Grains -0.02 0.00 -0.07 -0.08 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

Feed Grains -0.08 -0.39 -0.42 -0.22 0.00 - -0..11 -0.08 -0.06

Hay And Pasture -0.22 -0.32 -1.01 -0.65 0.00 -0.06 -0.12 -0.13

Fruits 0.00 -1.07 -0.02 -0.09 0.00 -0.35 0.00 0.00

Tree Nuts 0.00 -2.08 -0.06 0.00 0.00 -0.67 0.00 0.00

Vegetables 0.00 -22.15 -1.28 -0.09 0.00 -7.04 -0.17 0.00

Sugar Crops 0.00 0.00 -0,02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Oil Bearing Crops -0.01 -0.08 -0.01 -0.05 0.00 -0.02 0.00 -0.01

Canned Fruits And Vegetables 0.00 -29.50 -1.60 -0.20 0.00 -9.40 -0.20 0.00

Rice Milling -0.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.35 0.00 0.00

Sugar 0.00 0.00 -0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm Machinery And Equipment -2.10 0.00 -12.05 -3.70 -0.55 0.00 -2.25 -1.60

Miscellaneous Retail -2.10 0.00 ,12.05 -3.70 ...-0.55 0.00 -2.25 -1.60

Alternative

Sector Percent Inflow State Permit

Cotton 0.00 0.00 -0.30 -0.40 0.00    0.00 -0.10     0.00

Food Grains 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00    0.00 0.00¯
Feed Grains                       0.00 -0.06 0.00 -0.06 0.00    0.00    0.00      0.00

HayAnd Pasture 0.00 -0.03 0.00 ’ -0.13 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00

Fruits ¯ 0.00 -0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Tree Nuts 0.00 -0.39 .0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vegetables 0.00 -4.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.09 0.00 0.00
Sugar Crops 0.00 0.00 0.’00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Oil Bearing Crops 0.00 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Canned Fruits And Vegetables 0.00 -5.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.10 0.00 0.00
Rice Milling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sugar 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0o00

Farm Machinery And Equipment -0.20 -0.65 -1.25 0.20 0.00 2.20 0.00

Miscellaneous Retail -0.20 -0.65 -1.25 0.20 0.00 2.20 0.00
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No ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Trinity River Basin

Up-Front Impacts

Given that the costs associated with the No Action Alternative are small, their specific
contribution to the Trinity County economy were not estimated. Projecting measures of the
overall economy to year 2001 (i.e., anticipated starting date for the cost components) resulte.d in
$350.6 million in total industry output, $189.5 million in place of work income, and 5,045 jobs in
Trinity County (see Table TA-54). These measures of economic activity are Used to gauge the
magnitude of the cost impacts for the other alternatives. (Summary Tables TA~54, TA-55, and
TA-56 are located at the end of this Socioeconomics section.)

Annual Impacts

2020 Economic Conditions.--The population of Trinity and Shasta Counties is projected to
increase substantially in coming years, reaching 256,600 by 2020 (California Department of
Finance, 1998). Most of this growth would occur in Shasta County. Based on this growth, 1992
economic conditions were projected for 2020 (Table TA-54). Total industrial output is projected
to reach $8.7 billion. Place of work income is projected to total $4.8 billion with regional
employment totaling 119,100 jobs. The retail trade and lodging sectors are projected to
represent 19.1 percent and 1.7 percent of regional employment, respectively, in 2020.

2020 Social Conditions.--The expected increase in population End jobs would be viewed
positively by most residents. However, some who moved to the area to get away from heavily
populated areas may decide that the area is becoming too populated and choose to relocate to
less populated areas. The potential for flooding would remain, with attendant concern by
residents about whether their homes and property would be flooded. Water would not be
returned to the Trinity River. As a result, many residents would continue to believe that the
assurances and promises that the TRD would have no adverse impacts to the local area have
been broken.

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

2020 Economic Conditions

Monterey Coastal Arem--The population of the Monterey Coastal Area is projected to increase
substantially in coming years, reaching 1.3 million by 2020 (California Department of Finance,
1998). Total industrial output is projected to reach $51.7 billion within the region by 2020.
Place of work income i’~ projecte~l to total $29.2 billionxvith regional employment totaling
715,200 jobs (Table TA-55). Future economic levels associated with ocean commercial fishing
are assumed to remain similar to existing levels. Employment in the area’s commercial fishing
industry is estimated at 210 jobs in 2020. Seafood processing employment is estimated to total
2,450 jobs. Together, these industries would account for 0.4 percent of regional employment in
2020. The value of the ocean commercial salmon harvest is estimated to total $4.6 million.
Economic activity associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon is expected to increase at a rate
similar to the change in regional population. The economic sectors most affected by ocean
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sportfishing activity include wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. Total projected
employment in these sectors (163,700 jobs) would account for 23 percent of total employment in
the area in 2020. Trip-related spending associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon would be
about $11.4 million, of which $5.0 million would be made by nonresidents of the region.
Businesses in the Monterey port area would be primary beneficiaries.

San Francisco Coastal Area.--The San Francisco Coastal Area is expected to grow in
population between now and 2020, but the rate of increase is not expected to be large compared
to other areas of California. Since most of the available land in. the region is already urbanized,
additional urbanization and economic growth w!ll occur primarily through intensification. The
value of output is expected to be $431 billion in the year 2020. Plate of work income is
estimated to be $245 billion, and 4:5 million persons out of a population of 7.1 million would be
employed (Table TA-55).

Table TA-34 provides economic projections by sector. Major employment sectors would include
services (32 percent of regional employment), wholesale/retail trade (20 percent), government
(14 percent), and manufacturing (16 percent).

Table TA’34. No Action Alternative Economic Levels, Bay Region, Year 2020, 1997 Dollars

Total
Total Employ Place Total Employ-

Final Industry Compens Property of Work Value ment
Demand Output Income Income Income Added (lO00’s

Industry Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $. Billion $ Billion $ of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 1.7 3.4 0.8 0.8 1.6 1.6 55

; Mining 0.2 6.3 0.4 2.5 3.0 4.1 7

¯ " Construction 27.4 30.5 9.2 2.9 12.1 12.2 253

Manufacturing 85.4 129.1 33.3 22.9 56.2 58.2 609

Transportation, Comm., Utilities 17.2 34.5 9.6 8.2 17.8 19.0 208

Wholesale, Retail Trade 33.3 49.5 24.8 7.2 32.0 39.8 915

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 34.0 61.0 12.5 29.0 41.5 48.2 395

Services 46.6 88.3 39.2 1’7.6 ’ 56.9 57.8 1,415

Gov. enterprise, special industry 24.7 28.2 23.4 0.5 23.9 23.9 620

Total 270.5 430.9 153.2 91.8 245.0 264.8 4,475

Population, lO00s 6,946

Future economic levels associated with ocean commei’cial fishing are assumed to remain
similar to existing levels. The value of the ocean commercial salmon harvest would total
$5.9 million in 2020. Economic activity associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon is
expected to increase at a rate similar to the change in regional population. Trip-related
spending associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon would be about $13.2 million, of which
$5.1 million would be made by nonresidents of the region. Businesses in the San Francisco port
area would be the primary beneficiaries.
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Mendocino Coastal Area.--The population of the Mendocino Coastal Area is projected to reach
118,800 by 2020 (California Department of Finance, 1998). Total industrial output is projected
to reach $4.3 billion within region by 2020. projected tothe Placeof work incomeis total
$2.1 billion with regional employment totaling 59,800 jobs (Table TA-55). Future economic
levels associated with ocean commercial fishing are assumed to remain similar to existing
levels. Employment in the area’s fishing industry processing industrycommercial andseafood
is estimated at 180 jobs in each sector in 2020. Together, these industries would account for
0.6 percent of regional employment. The value of the ocean commercial salmon harvest is
estimated at $.404,000 in 2020. Economic activity associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon
is expected to increase at a rate Similar to the change iff regional population. The economic
sectors most affected by ocean sportfishing activity include wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. Total projected employment in these sectors (15,370 jobs) is estimated to
account for 26 percent of total employment in the area in 2020. Trip-related spending
associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon is estimated to be $2.6 million in 2020, of which
$661,000 would be made by nonresidents of the region. Businesses in the Fort Bragg port area
would be the primary beneficiaries of these activities.

Coastal Area.--The of the Coastal isKMZ-California population KMZ-California Area
projected to grow slowly in coming years, reaching a population of 183,000 by 2020 (California
Department of Finance 1998). Total industrial output is projected to reach $6.1 billion within
the region by 2020. Place of work income is projected to total $3.3 billion with regional
employment totaling 88,000 jobs. Future economic levels associated with ocean commercial
fishing are assumed to remain similar to existing levels. Employment in the area’s commercial
fishing industry is estimated at 520 jobs in 2020. Seafood processing employment is estimated
at 460 jobs (Table TA-55). Together, these industries would account for 1.1 percent of regional
employment in 2020. The value of the ocean commercial salmon harvest is estimated at
$61,900. Economic activity associated with sportfishing for salmon in the ocean and along the
Klamath River is expected to increase at a rate similar to the change in regional population.
The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity include wholesale trade, retail
trade, and lodging places. Projected employment in these sectors (21,970 jobs) is estimated to
account for about 25 percent of total employment in the area in 2020. Trip-related spending
associated with sportfishing for salmon is estimated to be $3.2 million in 2020, of which
$1.8 million would be made by nonre.sidents of the region. Businesses in the Eureka and
Crescent City port areas would be primary beneficiaries from this activity.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--The population of the KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area is projected to
grow to 32,500 by 2020 (Oregon Office of Economic Analysis, 1997). Total industrial output is
projected to reach $848.4 million within the region by 2020. Place of work income is projected
to total $429.7 million with regional employment totaling 13,500 jobs. Future economic levels
associated with ocean commercial fishing are assumed to remain similar to existing levels.
Employment in the area’s commercial fishing industry is estimated at 130 jobs in 2020. Seafood
processing employment is estimated to total 110 jobs (Table.TA-55). Together, these industries
would account for 1.8 percent of regional employment in 2020. The value of the ocean
commercial salmon harvest is estimated to total $54,200. Economic activity associated with
ocean sportfishing for salmon is expected to increase at a rate similar to the change in regional
population. The economic sectors most affected by ocean sportfishing activity include
wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. Total projected employment in these sectors
(4,310 jobs) would account for 32 percent of total employment in the area in 2020. Trip-related
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spending associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon would be $4.6 million, of which
$926,000 would be made by nonresidents of the region. Businesses in the Brookings port area
would be the primary beneficiaries from this activity.

NorthernlCentral Oregon Coastal Area.--The population of the Northern/Central Oregon
Coastal Area is projected to grow to 737,800 by 2020 (Oregon Office of Economic Analysis,
1997). Total industrial output is projected to reach $27.1 billion within th6 region by 2020.
Place of work income is projected to total $13.8 billion, with regional employment totaling ’
379,800 jobs. Future economic levels associated with ocean commercial fishing are assu.med to
remain similar to existing levels. Employment in area’s commercial fishing industry is
estimated at 900 jobs in 2020. Seafood processing employment is estimated to ~otal 1,730 jobs
(Table TA-55). Together, these industries would account for 0.7 percent of regional
employment. The value of the ocean commercial salmon harvest would be $8.0 million.
Economic activity associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon is expected to increase at a rate
similar to the change in regional population. The economic sectors most affected by ocean
sportfishing activity include wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. Projected
employment in these sectors (96,650 jobs) is estimated to account for about 25 percent of total
employment in the area. Trip-related spending associated with ocean sportfishing for salmon
is estimated to be about $15.2 million, of which $3.0 million would be made by nonresidents of
the region. Businesses in the Coos Bay, Newport, Tillamook, and Columbia River port areas
would be the primary beneficiaries from this activity.

2020 Social Conditions

The commercial salmon fishing industry would remain depres£ed throughout most of the
coastal areas. Communities and individuals who depend on the industry would continue to be
stressed. Many of those who would continue to pursue the fishing way of life would have to
have supplemental employment (those in smaller communities would have comparatively
fewer opportunities). Many others would have to leave their historical fishing areas near their
homes and go to other distant places to fish. Younger generations would continue to abandon
fishing as a way of life. People in the lower Klamath River would continue to believe that the
assurances and promises that the TRD would have no adverse impacts to the Trinity River (and
indirectly, the Klamath River) were broken.

Central Valley

2020 Economic Conditions

Sacramento Valley.--The Sacramento Valley is expected to grow rapidly in population
between now and 2020 (Table TA-56). Value of output is expected to be $169 billion. Place of
work income is estimated to $98 billion, and approximately 2.1 million persons out of a
population of 4.0 million would be employed. Table TA-35 provides economic projections by
sector.

San Joaquin Valley.--The San Joaquin Valley is expected to grow rapidly in population
between now and 2020 (Table TA-56). Value of output is expected to be $155 billion. Place of
work income is estimated to $78 billion, and approximately 1.8 million persons out of a populao
tion of 3.8 million would be employed. Table TA-36 provides economic projections by sector,
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Table TA-35. No Action Alternative Economic Levels, Sacramento River Region, Year 2020, 1997 Dollars

i Total
Total Employ Place Total Employ-

Final    Industry Compens Property of Work Value ment
Demand Output Income Income Income Added (1000’s

I . Industry Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ of Jobs)

., Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 3.8 5.6 0.7 1.3 1.9 2.1 101

Mining 1.6 .1.7 0.1 1.1 1.2 1.3 3

Construction 18.3 20.3 5.3 1.7 7.0 7.1 183

Manufacturing 19.8 25~2 5.7 4.1 9.9 10.6 144

i Transportation, Comm., Utilities 6.3 11.9 3.2 3.1 6.3 6.8 79

Wholesale, Retail Trade 17.2 20.4 10.7 2.7 13.4 16.3 464

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 19.3 25.5 4.5 11.9 16.5 20.2 189

I Services 24.1 31.5 14.0 5.9 19.8 20.3 574

Gov. enterprise, special industry 24.3 26.7 19.8 2.6 22.4 22.4 537

I Total 134.7 168.8 64.0 34.3 98.3 107.0 2,274

Population, 1000s 4,299

!
Table TA-36. No Action Alternative Economic Levels, San Joaquin River Region, Year 2020, 1997 Dollars

i . Total
Total Employ Place Total Employ-

Final    Industry Compens Property of Work Value ment
Demand Output Income Income Income Added (1000’s

Industry Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 13.4 19.6 2.1 3.8 5.9 6.1 321

Mining 4.6 5.1 0.1 3.9 4.1 4.2 3

Construction 12.1 13.5 3.5 1.1 4.6 4.7 125

Manufacturing 32.7 39.4 7.1 5.3 12.5 13.5 195

i Transportation, Comm., Utilities 5.6 10,0 2.6 2.2 4.8 5.2 70

Wholesale, Retail Trade 12.4 16.0 8.5 2.2 10.6 13.0 364

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 12.4 17.7 2.9 8.7 11.6 14.2 128

i 18.0 22.3 9.9 3.9 13.8 14.1 409Services

Gov. enterprise, special industry 10.6 11.3 9.7 0.6 10.3 10.3 292

Total 121.9 154.9 46.5 31.7 78.2 85.2 1,907

Population, 1000s 4,002

Tulare Region.--The Tulare Region is expected to grow rapidly in population between now
and 2020 (Table TA-56). Value of output is expected to be $78 billion. Place of work income is

I estimated to $39 billion, and 1.0 million out of ofapproximately populationpersons a
2.0 million would be employed. Table TA-37 provides economic projections by sector.
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Table TA-37. No Actioh Alternative Economic Levels, Tulare Lake Region, Year 2020, 1997 Dollars

Total
Total Employ Place Total Employ-

Final    IndL~stry Compens Property of Work. Value ment
Demand Output Income Income Income Added (1000’s

Industry Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ Billion $ of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 10.6 13.5 1.6 2.6 4.2 4.3 232

Mining 5.9 6.4 0.5 2.2 2.7 4.0 8

Construction 6.8 8.6 2.1 0.5 2.7 2.7 .75

Manufacturing 9.7 12~1 2.2 1.7 3.9 4.2 57

Transportation, Comm., Utilities 3.6 5.8 1.6 1.5 3.1 3.4 49

Wholesale, Retail Trade 5.8 7.4 3.9 1.0 4.9 6.0 173

Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 5.0 6.9 1.0 3.5 4.5 5.6 46.

Services 7.3 10.0 4.2 1.9 6.0 6.2 183

Gov. enterprise, special industry 7.2 7.5 6.5 0.3 6.7 6.7 181

Total 61.9 78.2 23.5 15.3 38.8 43.1 1,005

Population, 1000s 2,162

2020 Social Conditions

Due to population growth, all Central Valley residents would feel increased stress regarding
water issues, even if there are no changes to TRD operations. Irrigated agricultural landowners
would be stressed by other changes to water supply, as well as changes in farm subsidies. The
associated loss of control would exacerbate their stress. Producers, marketers, and consumers
of CVP hydropower would continue to face new challenges due to the deregulation of the
power industry and non-TRD changes in water supply.

MAXIMUM FLOW ALTERNATIVE

Trinity River Basin

Up-Front Impacts

The costs associated with the Maximum Flow Alternative are expected to generate
$3.6-6.2 million in total industry output, $1.8-3.0 million in place of work income, and
45-77 additional jobs depending on the dam modification option (Table TA-54). This represents
more jobs in Trinity County than any other alternative due primarily to the dam modification
component. These dam modification costs are anticipated to last at most a couple of years,
implying only a short-term impact. After dam modification is complete, job generation drops
off dramatically. The 77 additional jobs reflect an insubstantial 1.5 percent of projected 2001
Trinity County employment.

The individual economic sectors in Trinity County most affected by the cost elements
associated with the Maximum Flow Al.ternative are the construction, wholesale trade, auto
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dealers and service stations, and eating and drinking sectors. The largest impacts are expected
in the construction sector, with an additional 18 jobs under the most costly dam modification
scenario; however, this represents less than 5 percent of the 2001 projected employment within
the construction sector. The only sector that meets the criteria for a substantial impact is the
auto dealer and service station sector under the most costly dam modification option. This
sector is expected to increase by 11 jobs and 19.8 percent. Since the least costly dam
modiflca .tion option is a more likely scenario, and it results in no substantial impacts by sector,
the alternative is not expected to generate substantial sector-level impacts.

Since fhe largest cost element associated with the alternative is the modification of Trinity Dam,
¯ those service industries closest to the dam would be most affected by the temporary workfor~e
(1-2 years only). Costs associated with spawning gravel placement are likely to be highly
dispersed; therefore, concentrated effects on service sector industries would not materialize.

Annual Impacts

2020 Economic Impacts.--Under the Maximum Flow Alternative, the TrinityShasta County
regional economy would be negatively affected by decreases in spending associated with
water-oriented recreation. Although recreation-related spending associated with use of the
Trinity River would increase, these effects would be more than offset by decreases in
recreation-related spending associated with use of Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs. Annual
regional economic output would decrease by an estimated $6.3 million, place of work income
by $2.6 million, and employment by 66 jobs (Table TA-54). These changes are not considered
substantial. Revenues specific to businesses in Trinity County aye estimated to increase
$2.0 million annually.

The economic sectors most affected by recreation activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. Annual employment in these sectors is estimated to decrease by 39 jobs, with
25 of those occurring in the retail trade sector. These impacts are not considered substantial.
Businesses that primarily cater to persons recreating at Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs, or along
the Trinity River, would be most impacted by this alternative. These businesses include
~oncessi0naires, marina operators and other service providers at the lakes, and guiding, and
recreation services along the river. Adverse, but not substantial, impacts would be experienced

¯ by businesses that serve recr6ationists at Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs. Businesses that pri-
marily serve persons recreating along the Trinity River would experience a substantial positive
impact. ~

2020 Social Impacts.--While the overall economic changes in Trinity and Shasta Counties
would not be substantial, groups of people would be affected differently. Some people who
formerly went to Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs for recreation would no longer do so because of
decreased water elevations. The increased flow in the Trinity River would attract more people
to river recreation opportunities. Because of the increased risk of flooding associated with this
altemative, some residents with developed parcels along the river would have to be relocated.
While they would be compensated for their property, comparable river-front property would
likely not be available in the Trinity County area. These individuals would have to seek similar
property elsewhere or stay in the area and live in a different setting. Some may not welcome
having to move. Others may prefer to move to be away from the risk of flooding. Those who
advocated that more Trinity River water remain in the river would have their desire fulfilled.
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Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

2020 Economic Impacts

Monterey Coastal Area.raThe Monterey Coastal Area would be unaffected by implementation
of the Maximum Flow Alternative because this area has historically been less affected by
restraints imposed to protect Klamath Basin salmon. Therefore, easing harvest restrictions on
natural Trinity River salmon would have little effect on the total harvest in this region. No
project-related change.s in ocean commercial salmon harvests or sportfishing-related spending
are expected within the region.

San Francisco Coastal Area.mThe San Francisco Coastal Area would be affected by change in
ocean sportfishing and commercial fishing activity, by change in M&I water supply and
electricity costs, and by change in agricultural production and net returns. The total loss of
output would be $159.6 million, place of work income would be reduced by $79.2 million, and
employment would be reduced by 1,540 persons (Table TA-55). These values are not
substantially different than No Action levels. Table TA-38 provides economic impacts by sector.

Table TA-38. Economic Impacts of Maximum Flow Alternative, Bay Region, by Industry

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -30.29 -2.02 -7.79 .... -9.81 -10.00 -307.3

Mining -0.10 -0.01 -0.04 -0.04 -0.06 -0.1

Construction -1.73 -0.81 -0.22 -1.03 -1.03 -20.7

Manufacturing -47.19 -8.83 -9.16 -17.99 -18.48 -209.6

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -10.15 -2.86 -2.34 -5.20 -5.52 -65.5

Wholesale Trade -6.01 -3.41 -0.93 -4.34 -5.61 -71.9

Retail Trade -11.10 -5.10 -1.46 -6.56 -7.92 -255.3

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -24.74 -4.70 -12.10 -16.80 -19.77 -151.7

Services -25.11 -11.08 -4.77 . -15.85 -16.20 -420.3

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -3.15 -1.33 -0.20 -1.54 -1.54 -34.76

Total -159.57 -40.14 -39.01 -79.15 -86.15 -1537.1

This alternative affects some industries more than others. Relatively large effects occur in
vegetable production, canned fruit and vegetables, and’ certain retail, services, and finance-
insurance-real estate sectors. The number of jobs lost in-vegetable production and canned fruits
and vegetables are 165 and 125, respectively, a substantial share of No Action levels. Some
impacts would be concentrated in certain local communities that are relatively dependent on
CVP power, CVP M&I supplies, and/or irrigated agriculture that uses CVP contract supplies.
Most agricultural costs would occur in the southern Santa Clara Valley. Electricity cost
increases would be important in certain water districts, such as the SCVWD, and within the
service areas of preference customers, such as the cities of Alameda, Palo Alto, and Santa Clara.
The most adverse effects stemming from M&I water costs would be within the CCWD.
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The ocean commercial salmon fishing and processing industry, and businesses that cater to
persons ~portfishing for salmon including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other

would benefit from this alternative. Thevalue of theserviceprovidersnearportareas, gross
annual commercial harvest of salmon is estimated to increase by $262,400 (4 percent), and
region.al spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by $117,000

to No Action levels. These not substantial.(1percent)compared changesare

Mendocino Coastal Area.raThe Mendocino Coastal Area economy would be beneficially
by increases in ocean sportfishing-related spendingaffected commercialsalmonharvestsand

changes under the Maximum Flow Alternative. Thes6 changes would result in artriuai regional ’
industrial output increasing by $11.1 million, place of work income by $5.1 million, and
employment by jobs (Table TA-55). are not127 Theseincreases consideredsubstantial.

Employment in the overall commercial fishing and seafood processing sectors is estimated to
increase by 33 and 31 jobs, respectively, within the region by 2020. These changes represent
substantial increases of approximately 18 percent over 2020 No Action levels. The ocean
commercial salmon fishing industry would experience substantial economic benefits under the
alternative. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to increase by $2.4 million, or
600 percent, compared to No Action levels. Based on 1996 harvest data (Table TA-4), most of
this benefit would occur in the ports of Fort Bragg and to a lesser extent in Point Arena. The
economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. Annual employment in these sectors would increase by 26 jobs, with 18 of
those occurring in the retail trade sector. These changes are not substantial. Businesses that
primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean,, including charter boat
operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would
substantially benefit from this alternative. Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for
salmon would increase by $987,000, or 37 percent, compared to No Action levels.

KMZ-Catifornia Coastal Area.--Under the Maximum Flow Alternative, the KMZ-California
Coastal Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-related spending changes by 2020. These changes would result in annual regional
industrial output increasing by $3.0 million (Table TA-55). This 0.5 percent increase in output
would genera.te $1.5 million in place, of work income and 37 jobs w~thin the region. These
increases are not considered substantial compared to No Action levels. Note that these impacts
are understated since the analysis does not include the effects of changes in tribal harvests.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 15 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated
to increase by $639,900, or 1,000 percent, compared to No Action levels. Based on 1996
harvest data (Table TA-4), most of this increase would occur in the Port of Eureka, and to
a lesser extent, in Trinidad. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are
wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially
affected. Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean,
including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected
port areas, would substantially benefit from this alternative. Based on the predicted
increase in ocean sportfishing trips for salmon, and along the lower Klamath River,
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regional spending by persons sportfishing for salmon would increase by $1.2 million, or
44 percent, compared to No Action levels.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the Maximum Flow Alternative, the KMZ-Oregon Coastal
Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in annual regio.nal industrial output
increasing by $3.9 million by 2020 (Table TA-55). This 0.5 percent increase in output would
generate $1.7 million in place of work income and 62 jobs within the region. These changes are
not substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is e~timated to
increase by an insubstantial 10 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits under the alternative. The gross value of the annual
salmon harvest would increase by $533,100, or 900 percent, compared to No Action levels.
Most of this increase would be realized in the Port of Brookings, based on 1996 harvest data
(Table TA-4). The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade,
retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses
that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat
operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would
substantially benefit from this alternative. Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for
salmon would increase by $1.4 million, or 42 percent, compared to No Action levels.

Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the Maximum Flow Alternative, the
Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean
commercial salmon harvests and sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in
annual regional industrial output increasing by $51.1 million (Table TA-55). This 0.2 percent
increase in output would generate $19.3 million in place of work income and 601 jobs within
the region. These increases are not considered substantial.

Employment in the area’s commercial fishing and seafood processing sectors is estimated to
increase by 109 and 181 jobs, respectively. These changes represent increases of 12 percent over
No Action levels. These increases ~re substantial. The ocean commercial salmon fishing
industry would experience substantial econo.mic benefits under the alternative. The gross
value of the annu~il harvest is es~:imated to increase by $4.6 million, or 55 percent, compared to
No Action levels. Based on 1996 harvest data (Table TA-4), ports that would primarily benefit
from this increase would include Newport and Charleston. The economic sectors most affected
by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these
sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfishing fob
salmon in the ocean, including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service
providers near affected port areas, would benefit from this alternative. Regional spending by
persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by $789,000, or 11 percent, compared to
No Action levels. These changes are not considered substantial.

2020 Social Impacts

There would be no social impacts to the Monterey Coastal Area. In the San Francisco Coastal
Area those losing jobs would have to seek employment in another business in the local area if
such jobs were available, or leave the area to secure similar employment. Increased costs for
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electricity and M&I water would most adversely affect those with low incomes. In the
Mendocino Coastal and Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Areas, the increases in commercialI would be welcomed those this of life. Thefishingopportunities by wishingtopursue way
substantial increase in employment in seafood processing and benefits to businesses supporting
sportfishing for salmon would be viewed as positive by the .affected port areas. In the KMZ-

Coastal and Coastal Areas the substantial increase in benefits toCalifornia KMZ-Oregon
businesses supporting sportfishing for salmon would be viewed as positive by the affected
communities.

Central Valley

I 2020 Economic Impacts

i Sacramento Valtey.--The Sacramento Valley would be affected by change in M&I water supply
and electricity costs, and by change in agricultural production and net returns. The total loss in
output would be $50.6 million, place of work income would be reduced by $27.6 million, and ¯

.- employment woulci be reduced by 700 persons (Table TA-56). These values are not a
substantial change from No Action levels. Table TA-39 provides economic impacts by sector.

Table TA-39. Economic Impacts of Maximum Flow Alternative, Sacramento Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

i Total Employee .Employment
Industrial Comp. ProPerty Total PoW Value Number
Output Income Inco~ne Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -0.99 -0.17 -0.32 -0.49 -0.52 -15.0

Mining -0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.0

Construction -0.76 -0.30 -0.09 -0.39 -0.40 -9.9

t Manufacturing -9.72 -1.87 -1.53 -3.40 -3.52 -59.2

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -3.78 -0.98 -0.96 -1,94 -2.06 -25.5

Wholesale Trade -1.28 -0.66 -0.19 -0.85 -1.20 -19.5

I Ret.ail Trade .. -8.35 -3.63 -1.43 -5.05 -6.33 -250.7

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -11.01 -1.79 -5.19 -6.98 -8.65 -79.8

i Services -11.76 -4.82 -2.25 -7.07 -7.25 -220.2

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -2.94 -0.82 -0.56 -1.38 -1.38 -18.3

Total -50.62 -15.04 -12.53 -27.57 -31.32 -698.1

This alternative affects some industries and areas more-than others. Relatively large, but
I insubstantial, effects occur in rice production and milling, and in certain retail, services, and

finance-insurance-real estate sectors. Substantial impacts might be concentrated in certain
¯ ~ local communities that are relatively dependent on CVP power, CVP M&I supplies,

and/or irrigated agriculture using CVP contract supplies, e.g., the Tehama-Colusa Canal
service area. Electricity cost increases would be important in certain water districts, such

I as SCID, and within the service areas of preference customers such as Roseville, Redding,
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and Shasta Lake. The most adverse effects stemming from M&I water c6sts would be in
the Sacramento Area, especially Roseville.

San Joaquin Vatley.--The San Joaquin Valley would be affected by change in M&I water
supply and electricity costs, and by change in agricultural production and net returns. The
total loss in output would be $94.7 million, place of work income would be reduced by $50.1
million, and employment would be reduced by 1,510 persons (Table TA-56). These values are
not substantially different than No Action levels. Table TA-40 provides economic impacts by
sector.                                                                                      ..

Table RM-40. Economic Impacts of Maximum Flow Alternative, San Joaquin Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number
Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -13.78 -1.69 -3.85 -5.54 -5.80 -178.2

Mining -0.09 0.00 -0.05 -0.05 -0.07 -0.1

Construction -1.02 -0.39 -0.14 -0.53 -0.54 -14.1

Manufacturing -22.61 -4.78 -3.71 -8.49 -8.63 -149.8

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -4.03 -0.99 -0.82 -1.81 -1.93 -30.3

Wholesale Trade -2.31 -1.18 -0.35 -1.53 -2.16 -35.5

Retail Trade -21.89 -9.74 -4.5...8 -14.32 -17.78 -734.2

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -13.72 -1.96 -6.96 -8.92 -10.97 -93.1

Services -13.79 -5.63 -2.60 ,8.23 -8.43 -260.7

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -1.50 -0.56 -0.15 -0.71 -0.71 -14.4

Total -94.73 -26.93 -23.20 -50.13 -57.03 -1510.3

This alternative affects some industries and areas more than others. Relatively large effects
occur in cotton production and farm inputs such as farm machinery. Substantial effects could
occur in some areas dependent on CVP M&I supplies or hydropower, e.g., Tracy, Avenal,
Huron, and Coalinga. Substantial effects on local agricultural economies might occur in areas
entirely dependent on CVP contracts, especially, tl~e San Luis Canal service area.

Tulare Basin.--The Tulare Basin would be affected by change in agricultural production and
net returns. The total loss in output would be $28.0 million, place of work income would be
reduced by $14.4 million, and employment would be reduced by 440 (Table TA-56). These
changes are not substantial compared to No Action levels. Substantial effects at the industry
andlocallevelmay involve communities dependent on irrigated agriculture using CVP
contract water. Table TA-41 provides economic impacts by sector.

2020 Social Impacts

In the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys the increased electricity and M&I water costs would
most adversely affect those with low incomes. Agricultural employment and income would be
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adversely affected in cornrnunities served by the Tehama-Colusa Canal and San Luis Canal

i service areas. In the Tulare Basin, agricultural employment and income in those communities
dependent on irrigated agriculture using CVP contract water could be adversely affected.

Table TA-41. Economic Impacts of Maximum Flow Alternative, Tulare Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW k}alue Number

Industry Outpdt Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -4.81 -0.64 -1.46 -2.11 -2.22 -64.3

Mining -0.13 -0,01 -0.05 -0.06 -0.09 -0.2

Construction -0.36 -0.12 -0.04 -0.16 -0.16 -4.1

Manufacturing -6.65 -1.24 -1.01 -2.26 -2.32 -45.9

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -2.06 -0.67 -0.43 -1.10 -1.35 -20.4

Wholesale Trade -0.09 -0.05 -0.01 -0.05 -0.07 -2.1

Retail Trade -6.81 -3.08 -1.41 :4.49 -5.45 -208.1

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -2.86 -0.28 -1.61 -1.89 -2.42 -18.9

Services -3.68 -1.39 -0.71 -2.10 -2.15 -68.5

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.52 -0.17 0.02 -0.15 -0.15 -4.8

Total -27.96 -7.65 -6.71 -14.36 -16.37 -437.1

FLOW EVALUATION ALTERNATIVE

Trinity River Basin

Up-Fron t Impacts

Costs associated with the Flow Evaluation Alternative are expected to generate an addi.tional
$1.3 million in outputsales, $660,000 in income, and .22 jobs annually in Trinity County
(Table TA-54). This reflects themaximum impact and is expecfed during the first 3 years of
implementation. ~Pne majority of the impact stems from the construction of the channel
rehabilitation site..’~. Since site construction is anticipated to take 6 years, impacts become
virtually nonexistent starting in year 7. Given this level of job creation represents less than
I percent of the projected total employment in Trinity County in 2001, the impact of these
additional jobs is not seen as substantial. The jobs generated in any particular sector are
expected to be so small as to not result in any substantial impacts at the sector level.
The largest cost elements, known with any certainty relate to construction of channel
rehabilitation sites and spawning gravel placement. The Flow Evaluation cost elements are
dispersed throughout the watershed, implying a lack of concentrated regional economic
impacts.
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Annual Impacts

2020 Economic Impacts.--Under the Flow Evaluation Alternative, the Trinity/Shasta County
regional economy would be positively affected by increases in spending associated with
increases in water-oriented recreation. Recreation-related spending associated with increases
in use of the Trinity River and Trinity Reservoir would more than offset the decreases in
recreation-related spending associated with projected declines in use at Shasta Reservoir.
Annual regional economic output would increase by an estimated $3.2 million, place of work
income would increase by $2.0 million, and employment would increase by 66 jobs
(Table TA-54). These increases are not considered substantial. Revenues specific to businesses
in Trinity County.are estimated to increase $1.7 million annually. ’

The economic sectors most affected by recreation activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. Annual employment in these sectors is estimated to increase by 43 jobs, with
41 of those occurring in the retail trade and lodging sectors. These impacts are not considered
substantial.

Businesses that primarily cater to persons recreating at Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs, or along
the Trinity River, would be most impacted by this alternative. These businesses include
concessionaires, marina operators and other service providers at the reservoirs, and guiding
and recreation services along the river. Adverse, but not substantial, impacts would be
experi~enced by businesses that serve recreationists at Shasta Reservoir. Positive, but not
substantial, impacts would be experienced by businesses that serve recreationists at Trinity
Reservoir. Businesses that primarily serve persons recreating algng the Trinity River would
experience a substantial positive impact.

2020 Social Impacts.mWhile the overall economic changes in Trinity and Shasta Counties
would not be substantial, groups Of people would be affected differently. The increased flow in
the Trinity River would attract more people to river recreation opportunities. Because of the
increased risk of flooding associated with this alternative, some residents with parcels along the
river would have to be relocated or would not be able to develop the sites. While they would
be compensated for their property, comparable river-front property would likely not be
available in the Trinity County area. Some people may prefer to move away from the river to
reduce the risk of flooding. Those who advocated that more Trinity River water remain in the
river would have their desire fulfilled.

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

2020 Economic Impacts

Monterey Coastal Area.wThe Monterey Coastal Area would be unaffected by implementation
of the Flow Evaluation Alternative. No project-related changes in ocean commercial salmon
harvests or sportfishing-related spending are expected within the region under this alternative
because this area has historically been less affected by restraints imposed to protect Klamath
Basin salmon. Therefore, easing harvest restrictions on natural Trinity River salmon would
have little effect on the total harvest in this region. No project-related changes in ocean
commercial salmon harvests or sportfishing-related spending are expected within the region
under this alternative.
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San Francisco Coastal Area.--The San Francisco Coastal Area would be affected by changes
in commercial and sportfishing expenditures, by changes in M&I water supply and
electricity costs, and by changes in agricultural production and net returns. The total loss
in output would be $32.6 million, place of work income would be reduced by $16.2 million,
and employment would be reduced by 310 persons (Table TA-55). These values are not
substantial compared, to No Action levels. Relatively large effects occur in CVP service
areas and in preference po~ver areas, but these are not expected to be substantial. Table TA-42
provides economic impacts by sector.

Table TA-42. Economic Impacts of Flow Evaluation Alternative, Bay Region, by Industry

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -6.59 -0.49 -1.81 -2.30 -2.37 -67.0

Mining -0,02 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.0

Construction -0,35 -0.16 -0.04 -0.21 -0.21 -4.2

Manufacturir~g -9.44 -1.75 -1.79 -3.55 -3.65 -42.1

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -2.04 -0.58 -0.47 -1.05 -1.11 -13.2

Wholesale Trade -1.22 -0.69 -0.19 -0.88 -1.14 -14.6

Retail Trade -2.20 -1.01 -0.29 -1.30 -1.56 -50.2

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -5.02 -0.95 -2.46 -3.41 -4.01 -30.8

Services -5.06 -2.23 -0.96 - -3.19 -3.26 -84.7

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.63 -0.27 -0.04 -0.31 -0.31 -6.95

Total -32.57 -8.13 -8.07 -16.20 -17.64 -313.8

The ocean commercial salmon fishing and processing industry, and businesses that cater to
persons sportfishing for salmon including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other

I service providers near port areas, would benefit from this alternative. The gross value of the
annual commercial harvest of salmon is estimated to increase by $262,400 (4 percent), and
regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by $1t7,000

i (1 percent) compared to No Action levels. These increases are not considered substantial.

Mendocino Coastal Area.--Under the Flow Evaluation Alternative, the Mendocino Coastal

I Area economy would be beneficially affected by increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests
and sportfishing-related spending changes. These changes would result in annual regional
industrial output increasing by $9.6 million, place of work income increasing by $4.4 million,

I and employment increasing by 110 jobs (Table TA-55).--These increases, which are 0.2 percent
greater than No Action levels, are not considered substantial.

I Employment in the commercial fishing and seafood processing sectors is estimated to increase
by 29 and 27 jobs, respectively. These changes represent substantial increases of 16 percent
over No Action levels. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would experience
substantial economic benefits under the alternative. The gross value of the annual harvest is
estimated to increase by $2.1 million, or 500 percent, compared to No Action levels..Based on
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1996 harvest data (Table TA-4), most of this increase would occur at the port in Fort Bragg, and
to a lesser extent, in Point Arena. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity
are wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors would be
substantially affected. Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the
ocean, including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near
affected port areas, would substantially benefit from this alternative. Reg.ional spending by
persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by $915,900, or 26 percent, compared to
No Action levels.

KMZ-California Coastal Area.roUnder the Flow Evaluation Alternative, the KMZ-California
Coastal Area economy would be beneficially affected by increases in ocean commercial salmon
harvests and sportfishing-related spending changes. These changes would result in annual
regional industrial output increasing by $2.9 million (Table TA-55). This growth in output
would generate $1.5 million in place of work income and 36 jobs. These increases, which
representless than 0.1 percent of No Action levels, are not substantial. Note that these impacts
are understated since the analysis does not include the effects of changes in tribal harvests.
Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantia.1 1.3 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits under the alternative. The gross value of the annual
harvest is estimated to increase by $589,800, or 900 percent, compared to No Action levels.
Based on 1996 harvest data (Table TA-4), most of this increase would occur at the port of
Eureka, and to a lesser extent, in Trinidad. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing
activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None Of these sectors will be
substantiallyaffected. Businesses that primarily cater to persons ~portfishing for salmon in the
ocean, including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near
affected port areas, would substantially benefit from this alternative. Based on the predicted
increase in sportfishing trips for salmon in the ocean and along the lower Klamath River,
regional spending by persons sportfishing for salmon would increase by $1.3 million, or
40 percent, compared to No Action levels.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the Flow Evaluation Alternative, the KMZ-Oregon Coastal
Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-re.lated spending changes. These changes would result in annual regional
industrial outputincreasing by$3.7 million (Table TA.-55). This 0.4 percent increase in output
would generate $1.6 million in place of work income and 58 jobs. These increases are not
considered substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 9 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits under the alternative. The gross value of the annual
harvest is estimated to increase by $492,000, or 900 percent, compared to No Action levels.
Most of this increase would be realized in the port of Brookings based on 1996 harvest data
(Table TA-4). The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade,
retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses
that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat
operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would
substantially benefit from this alternative. Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for
salmon would increase by $3.0 million, or 66 percent, compared to No Action.levels.
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Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the Flow Evaluation Alternative, the

i Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean
commercial salmon harvests and sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in
annual regional industrial output increasing by $47.5 million (Table TA-55). This 0.2 percent

I increase in output would generate $17.9 million in place of work income and 559 jobs. These
increases are not considered substantial.

I Employment in the area’s commercial fishing and seafood processing sectors is estimated to
increase by 102 and168 jobs, respectively.. These changesfepresent substantial increases of
11 percent over No Action levels. The ocean Commercial salmon fishing industry would

I experience sul~stantial economic benefits under the alternative. The gross value of the annual
harvest is estimated to increase by $4.3 million, or 50 percent, compared to No-Action levels.
Based on 1996 harvest data (Table TA~4), port that would primarily benefit from this increase

I would include Newport and Charleston. The economic ~ectors most affected by sportfishing
activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be
substantially affected. Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the
ocean, including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near
affected port areas, would benefit from this alternative. Regional spending by persons ocean
sportfishing for salmon would increase by $741,300, or 10 percent, compared to No Action
levels. This change is not considered substantial.

2020 Socia.l Impacts

I There would be no social impacts to the Monterey Coastal and S..an Francisco Coastal Areas. In
the Mendocino Coastal and Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Areas the increases in

I commercial fishing opportunities would be welcomed by those wishing to pursue this way of
life. The substantial increase in employment in seafood processing and benefits to businesses
supporting sportfishing for salmon would be viewed as positive by the affected port areas. In

I the KMZ-California Coastal and KMZ-Oregon Coastal Areas the substantial increase in benefits
to businesses supporting sp0rtfishing for salmon would be viewed as positive by the affected
communities.

Centra! Valley ,

i
2020 Economic Impacts

Sacramento~VaIley.--The S.acramento Valley would be affected by change in M&I water supply

I and electricity costs, and by change in agricultural production and net returns. The total loss in
output would be $12.1 million, place of work income would be reduced by $6.6 million, and
employment would be reduced by 160 persons (Table TA-56). These changes are not
substantial compared to No Action levels. Relatively large effects occur in CVP service areas
and in preference power areas, but these are not expected to be substantial. Table TA-43
provides economic impacts by sector.

I
San foaquin Valley.wThe San Joaquin Valley would be affected by change in M&I water
supply and electricity costs, and by change in agricultural production and net returns. The
total loss in output would be $17.0 million, place of work income would be reduced by
$9.0 million, and employment would be reduced by 270 persons (Table TA-56). These changes
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Table TA-43. Economic Impacts of Flow Evaluation Alternative, Sacramento Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW . Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -0.15 -0.03 -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -2.5

Mining -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0

Construction -0.18 -0.07 -0.02 -0.09 -0.09 -2.3

Manufacturing -2.52 -0.47 -0.39 -0.86 -0.89 .- -14.5

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -0.91 -0.24 -0.23 -0.46 . -0.49 -6.1

Wholesale Trade -0.31 -0.16 -0.05 -0,21 -0.29 -4.8

Retail Trade -2.00 -0.87 -0.35 -1.22 -1.52 -60.7

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -2.53 -0.41 -1.19 -1.61 -1.99 -18.4

Services -2.72 -1.11 -0.52 -1.64 - 1’.68 -50.9

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.69 -0.19 -0.13 -0.32 -0.32 -4.3

Total -12.03 -3.55 -2.93 -6.48 -7.37 -164.5

are not substantial. Relatively large effects occur in CVP service areas and in prefere.nce power
areas, but these changes are not expected to be substantial. Table TA-44 provides economic
impacts by sector.

Table TA-44. Economic Impacts of Flow Evaluation Alternative, San Joaquin Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industri~, Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -2.25 -0.28 -0.62 -0.90 -0.94 -28.6

Mining -0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.0

Construction -0.18 -0.07 -0.02 -0.10 -0.10 -2.5

Manufacturing -4.06 -0.86 -0.66 -1.53 -1.56 -27.2

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -0.72 -0..18 -0.15 -0.33 -0.35 ’-5.5

Wholesale Trade -0.41 -0.21 -0.06 -0.27 -0.39 -6.3

Retail Trade -4.06 -1.81 -0.85 -2.66 -3.30 -136.3

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -2.49 -0.36 -1.26 -1.62 -1.99 -16.9

Services -2.52 -1.03 -0.47 -1.50 -1.54 -47.6

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.27 -0.10 -0.03 ~0.13 -0.13 -2.6

Total -16.98 -4.89 -4.14 -9.04 -10.29 -273.5

Tulare Basin.--The Tulare Basin would be affected by changes in agricultural production and
net returns. The total reduction in output would be $9.9 million, place of work income would
be reduced by $5.1 million, and employment would be reduced by 160 persons (Table TA-56).
These ch.anges are not substa.ntial compared to No Action levels. Relatively large effects on
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certain industries or areas may occur, but these are not expected to be substantial. Table TA-45
provides economic impacts by sector.

Table TA-45. Economic Impacts of Flow Evaluation Alternative, Tulare Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Erhployee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -1.17 -0.16 -0.35 -0.51 -0.53 -15.1

Mining -0.04 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.1

Construction -0.10 -0.04 -0.01 -0.05 -0.05 -1.4

Manufacturing -2.59 -0.49 -0.39 -0.88 -0.90 -18.4.Transportation/Communications/Utilities -0.48 -0.11 -0.11 -0.22 -0.24 -3.3

Wholesale Trade -0.25 -0.13 -0.04 -0.16 -0.23 -3.9

Retail Trade -2.60 -1.21 -0.54 " -1.75 -2.14 -84.1

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -1.12 -0.13 -0.58 -0.72 -0.90 -6.9

Services -1.32 -0.50 -0.26 -0.76 -0.78 -25.0

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.18 -0.06 0.01 -0.05 -0.05 -1.7

Total -9.85 -2.83 -2.29 -5.12 -5.86 -159.9

2020 Social Impacts

There would be substantial social in the Central under the Flow Evaluationimpacts Valleyno

Alternative.

PERCENT INFLOW ALTERNATIVE

Trini~ River Basin

Up-Front Impacts

The costs associated with the Percent Inflow Alternative are expected to generate an additional
$1.2 million in outputsales, $630 thousand in income, and 21 jobs annually in Trinity County
(Table TA-54). This reflects the maximum impact and is expected during the first 3 years of
implementation. The majority of the impact stems from the construction of channel
rehabilitation sites. Impacts-drop to zero starting in year 7. Given this level of job creation
represents less than I percent of the projected total employment in Trinity County in 2001, the
impact of these additional jobs is not substantial.

The jobs generated in any particular sector are expected to be so small as to not result in any
substantial impacts at the individual sector level. The only relatively large cost element
associated with this alternative is the construction of channel rehabilitation sites. While these
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activities would be concentrated along the Trinity River mainstem, they would be dispersed
along the length of the river, implying a lack of concentrated regional economic impacts.

Annual Impacts

2020 Economic Impacts.--Under the Percent Inflow Alternative, the Trinity/Shasta County
regional economy would be negatively affected by decreases in spending associated with
declines in water-oriented recreation. Although recreation-related spending associated with
use of Trinity Resery. oir would increase, these effects would be more than offset by decreases in.
recreation-related spending associated with declines in use at Shasta Reservoir and along the
Trinity River. Annual regional economic output Would decrease by an estimated $500,000,
place of work income would decrease by $300,000, and employment would decrease by 8 jobs
(Table TA-54). These decreases, however, are not considered substantial. Revenues specific to
businesses in Trinity County are estimated to increase by less than $10,000 annually.

The economic sectors most affected by recreation activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. Annual employment in these sectors is estimated to decrease by 5 jobs, with
3 of those occurring in the retail trade sector. These impacts are not considered substantial.

Businesses that primarily cater to persons recreating at Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs, or along
the Trinity River, would be most impac~ted by this alternative. These businesses include
concessionaires, marina operators and other service providers at the reservoirs, and guiding
and recreation services along the river. Adverse, but not substantial, impacts would be
experiencedby businesses that serve recreationists at Shasta Reservoir and along the Trinity
River. Businesses that primarily serve persons recreating at Trinity Reservoir would experience
a positive, but not substantial, impact.

2020 Social Impacts.--There would be no substantial social changes in the Trinity River Basin
under the Percent Inflow Alternative.

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

2020 Economic Impacts

Monterey Coastal Area.--The Monterey Coastal Area would be unaffected by implementation
of the Percent Inflow Alternative because this area has historically been less affected by
restraints imposed to protect Klamath Basin salmon. Therefore, easing harvest restrictions on
natural Trinity River salmon would have little effect on the total harvest in this region. No
project-related changes in ocean commercial salmon harvests or sportfishing-related spending
are expected within the region.

San Francisco Coastal Area.--The San Francisco Coastal Area would be affected by change in
recreation and commercial fishing expenditure, by change in M&I water supply and electricity
costs, and by change in agricultural production and net returns. The total loss in output would
be $12.3 million, place of work income would be reduced by $6.4 toillion, and employment
would be reduced by 120 persons (Table TA-55). These changes are not substantial. Relatively
large effects on certain industries or areas may occur, but these are not expected to be
substantial. Table TA-46 provides economic impacts by sector.
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Table TA-46. Economic Impacts of Percent Inflow Alternative, Bay Region, by Industry

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -1.48 -0.09 -0.37 -0.46 -0.47 -13.7

Mining -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.0

Construction -0.15 -0.07 -0.02 -0.09 -0.09 -1.7

Manufacturing -3.26 -0.61 -0.61 -1.22 -1.26 -14.8

Transportation/~ommunications/Utilities -0.87 -0.25 -0.21 -0.45 -0.48 -5.6

Wholesal6 Trade -0.45 -0.25 -0.07 -0.32 -0.42 -5.4.

Retail Trade -1,10 -0.50 -0.14 -0.65 -0.78 -24.8

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -2.28 -0.44 -1.09 -1.53 -1.82 -13.7

Services -2,43 -1.08 -0.45 -1.53 -1.56 -41.1

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.32 -0.14 -0.03 -0.16 -0.16 -3.80

Total -12.34 -3.43 -2.98 -6~42 -7.04 -124.5

The ocean commercial salmon fishing and processing industry, and businesses that cater to
for salmon charter boat marina and othersportfishing includingpersons operators, operators,

service providers near port areas, would benefit ~rom this alternative. The gross value of the
annual commercial kiarvegt of salmon would increase by $262,400 (4 percent); and regional
spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would incr..ease by $117,000 (1 percent)
compared to No Action levels. These increases are not substantial.

Mendocino Coastal Area.--Under the Percent Inflow Alternative, the Mendocino Coastal Area
economy would be beneficially affected by increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in annual regional industrial output
increasing by $4.9 million, place of work. income increasing by $2.3 million, and employment
increasing by 57 jobs (Table TA-55). These increases, which are 0.1 percent greater than No
Action levels, are not considered substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment irf the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 7 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to
increase by $1.1 million, or 260 percent, compared to No Action levels. Based on 1996 harvest
data (Table TA-4), most of this increase would occur at the port of Fort Bragg, and to a lesser
extent, in Point Arena. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are
wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially
affected. Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean,
including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected
port areas, would benefit from this alternative. Regional spending by persons ocean
sportfishing for salmon would increase by $615,300, or 19 percent, compared to No Action
levels. This beneficial impact is not considered substantial.

KMZ-California Coastal Area.--Under the Percent Inflow Alternative, the KMZ-California
Coastal Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
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sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in annual regional industrial output
increasing by $2.0 million (Table TA-55). This growth in output would generate $1.0 million in
place of work income and 24 jobs. These increases, which represent less than 0.1 percent of No
Action levels, are not substantial. Note that these impacts are understated since the analysis
does not include the effects of changes in tribal harvests.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 1.0 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to
increase by $424,600, or 700 percent, compared to No Action levels. Based on 1996 harvest data
(Table TA-4), most of this increase would occur at the port in Eureka, and to a lesser extent, in
Trinidad. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade,
retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses
that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat
operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would
substantially benefit from this alternative. Based on the predicted increase in sportfishing for
salmon in the ocean, and along the lower Klamath River, regional spending by persons
sportfishingfor salmon would increase by $1.1 million, or 32 percent, compared to No Action
levels.

-KMZ.~Oregon Coastal Area.-’Under the Percent Inflow Alternative, the KMZoOregon Coast~il
Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-related spending changes. These changes would result in annual regional
industrial output increasing by $2.8 million (Table TA-55). This 0.3 percent increase in output
would generate $1.2 million in place of work income and 45 jobs. These increases are not
considered substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 7 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to
increase by $353,300, or 6,500 percent, compared to No Action levels. Most of this increase
would be realized at the port in Br6okings based on 1996 harvest data (Table TA-4). The
economic sectors most dffected by sportfi~hi.ng act~ivity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses that primarily
cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat operators, marina
operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would substantially benefit
from this alternative. Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would
increase by $2.5 million, or 55 percent, compared to No Action levels.

Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the Percent Inflow Alternative, the
Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area economy Would benefit from increases in ocean
commercial salmon harvests and sportfishing-related spending changes. These changes would
result in annual regional industrial output increasing by $36.0 million (Table TA-55). This
0.1 percent increase in output would generate $13.6 million in place of work income and
423 jobs. These increases are not considered substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 8 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
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experience substantial economic benefits. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to
increase by $3.2 million, or 40 percent, compared to No Action levels. Based on 1996 harvest
data (Table TA-4), ports that would primarily benefit from this increase would include
Newport and Charleston. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are
wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially
affected. Businesses that cater to for salmon in theprimarily sport fishingpersons ocean,
including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected
port areas, would benefit. Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would
increase by $581,800, or 8 percent, compar.ed to No Action impaqts are notlevels.These
considered substantial.

Social Impacts

In the KMZ-California and KMZ-Oregon Coastal Areas, the substantial increase in benefits to
businesses for supporting sportfishing for salmon would be viewed as positive by the affected
communities. In the remainder of the Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area there would be
no substantial changes under the Percent Inflow Alternative.

Central Valley

2020 Economic Impacts

Sacramento Valtey.uThe Sacramento Valley would be affected by change in municipal water
supply and electricity costs, and by change in agricultural prod..uc.tion and net returns. The
total loss in value of output would be $9.2 million, place of work income would be reduced by
$5.0 million, and employment would be reduced by 130 persons (Table TA-56). These changes
are not substantial. Relatively large effects on certain industries or areas may occur, but these
are not expected to be substantial. Table’ TA-47 provides economic impacts by sector.

Table TA-47. Economic Impacts of Percent Inflow Alternative, Sacramento River Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -0.12 -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -1.8

Mining 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0

Construction -0.15 -0.06 -0.02 -0.07 -0.08 -1.9

Manufacturing -1.57 -0.30 -0.24 -0.55 -0.57 -9.6

Transportation/Commun!cations/Utilities -0.71 -0.18 -0.18 -0.37 -0.39 -4.8

Wholesale Trade -0.23 -0.12 -0.04 -0.16 -0.22 -3.6

Retail Trade -1.40 -0.61 -0.22 -0.82 -1.03 -39.8

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -2.16 -0.35 -1.01 -1.37 -1.70 -15.7

Services -2.30 -0.94 -0.44 -1.38 -1,42 -43.2

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.57 -0.16 -0.11 -0.27 -0.27 -3.6

Total -9.20 -2.75 -2.29 -5.04 -5.72 -123.9
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San Joaquin Valley.--The San Joaquin Valley would be affected by charige in municipal.water
supply and electricity costs, and by change in agricultural production and net returns. The
total loss in value of output would be $5.4 million, place of work income would be reduced by
$2.9 million, and employment would be reduced by 90 persons (Table TA-56). These changes
are not substantial. Relatively large effects on certain industries or areas may occur, but these
are not expected to be substantial. Table TA-48 provides economic impacts by sector.

Table TA-48. Ecornomic Impacts of Percent Inflow Alternative, San J0aquin Region, by Industry ..
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -0.49 -0.06 -0.13 -0.19 -0.20 -6.4

Mining -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.0

Construction -0.06 -0.02 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.9

Manufacturing -1.24 -0.26 -0.20 -0.46 -0.47 -8.4

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -0.26 -0.06 -0.06 -0.12 -0.13 -2.0

Wholesale Trade -0.13 -0.07 -0.02 -0.09 -0.13 -2.1

Retail Trade -1.29 -0.57 -0.26 -0.83 -1.04 -42.6

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate -0.90 -0.13 -0.45 -0.58 -0.72 -6.1

Services -0.92 -0.38 -0.17 -0.55 -0.56 -17.6

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.11 -0.04 -0.01 -0.05 -0.05 -1.0

Total -5.42 -1.60 -1.31 -2.91 -3.33 -86.9

TuIare Basin.--The Tulare Basin would be affected by changes in agricultural production and
net returns. The total reduction in value of output-would be $6.7 million, place of work income
would be reduced $3.5 million, and employment would be reduced by 110 persons
(Table TA-56). These changes are not substantial. Relatively large effects on certain industries
or areas may occur, but these are not expected to be substantial. Table TA-49 provides economic
impacts by sector.

2020 Social Impacts

There would be no substantial changes in the Central Valley under the Percent Inflow
Alternative.

C--093327
(3-093327



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Table TA-49. Economic Impacts of Percent Inflow Alternative, Tulare Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries -0.85 -0.12 -0.26 -0.38 -0.40 -11.0

Mining -0.03 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 0.0

Construction -0.06 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.9

Manufacturing -1:84 -0.35 -0.28 -0.63 -0.65 -13.5

Transportation/Communications/Utilities -0.29 -0.07 -0.06 -0.13 -0.14 -2.0

Wholesale Trade -0.16 -0.08 -0.02 -0.11 -0.15 -2.5

Retail Trade -1.89 -0.88 -0.40 -1.29 -1.57 -61.9

Finance/Ir~suran¢. e/Real Estate -0.64 -0.07 -0.35 -0.42 -0.52 -3.6

Services -0.78 -0.30 -0.15 -0.45 -0.46 -14.6

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry -0.11 -0.04 0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -1.0

Total -6.65 -1.93 -1.55 -3.48 -3.98 -111.1

MECHANICAL RESTORATION ALTERNATIVE

Trinity River Basin

Up-Front Impacts

The associated with the Mechanical Restoration Alternativecosts are expectedto generatean
additional $2.1 million in outputsales, $1.1 million in income, and 37 jobs annually in Trinity
County (Table TA-54). The majority of this impact stems from the combined cost of
constructing the channel rehabilitation sites and the watershed protection program. Impacts
taper off gradually until the channel rehabilitation sites are completed in year 6. At that point
impacts decline by 50 percent and represent primarily the watershed protection program.
Given the peak level of job creation represents less .than I percent of the projected total employ-
ment ir~ Trinity County in 2001, the total impacts associated with the alternative are not
substantial. The jobs generated in any particular sector are expected to be so small as to not
result in any substantial impacts at the individual sector level.

The alternative includes the following programs: watershed protection, construction of channel
rehabilitation sites, maintenance of existing and new channel rehabilitation sites, and a
mainstem dredging program. Given all of these activities are dispersed, it is unlikely that
regional economic impacts would be geographically concentrated. .-.

Annual Impacts

2020 Economic Impacts.raThe Trinity/Shasta County regional economy would be positively
affected by the Mechanical Restoration Alternative. The only changes in recreation-related
spending would be associated with slight increases in use of the Trinity River for sportfishing.
Annual regional economic output would increase by an estimated $110,000, place of work.
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income would increase by $60,000, and employment would increase by 2 jobs (Table TA-54).
These increases are not considered substantial. Revenues specific to businesses in Trinity
County are estimated to increase by less than $50,000 annually.

Businesses that primarily cater to persons recreating at Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs, or along
the Trinity River, would be most impacted by this alternative. These businesses include
concessionaires, marina operators and other service providers at the lakes, and guiding and
recreation services along the river. Positive, but not substantial, impacts would be experienced
by businesses that serve recreationists along the Trinity River; businesses that serve persons
recreating at Trini.t~ and Shasta Reservoirs would not be affected.

2020 Social Impacts.--There would be no substantial social changes in the Trinity River Basin
under the Mechanical Restoration Alternative.

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

2020 Economic Impacts

Monterey Coastal Area.--The Monterey Coastal Area would be unaffected by implementation
of the Mechanical Restoration Alternative because this area has historically been less affected

by restraints imposed to protect Klamath Basin salmon. Therefore, easing harvest restrictions ’
on natural Trinity River salmon would have little effect on the total harvest in this region. No
project-related changes in ocean commercial salmon harvests or sportfishing-related spending
are expected within the region ....

Sdn Francisco Coastal Area.--This Mechanical Restoration Alternative has no effect on
agriculture, hydropower, or M&I water supply; however, sportfishing and commercial fishing
are affected. The increase in value of production is $2.3 million, place of work income is
increased by $0.9 million, and employment would be increased by 25 persons (Table TA-55).
These effects are not substantial. Table TA-50 provides economic impacts by sector.

The ocean commercial salmon fishing andprocessing industry, and businesses that cater to
persons sportfishing for salmon including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other
service providers n~ar port areas, would benefit from this alternative. The gross value of the
annual commercial harvest of salmon is estimated to increase by $262,400 (4 percent), and
regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by $117,000
(1 percent) compared to No Action levels. The changes are not substantial.

Mendocino Coastal Area.roUnder the Mechanical Restoration. Alternative, the Mendocino
Coastal Area economy would be beneficially affected by increases in ocean commercial salmon
harvests and sportfishing-related spending. These chat~ges would result in annual regional
industrial output increasing by $4.3 million, place of work income increasing by $2.0 million,
and employment increasing by 50 jobs (Table TA-55). These increases, which are less than
0.1 percent of No Action levels, are not substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 7 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to

118 .
I

C--093329
(3-093329



SOCIOECONOMICS TECHNICAL APPENDIX

Table TA-50. Economic Impacts of Mechanical Restoration Alternative, Bay Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 0.16 0.02 0.05 0.08 0.08 3.3

Mining 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0

Construction 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.2
Manufacturing 1.08 0.14 0.04 0.18 0.19 6.8

Transportation/Cbmmunications/Utilities 0.13 0.04 0.03 0.07 " 0.07 ¯ 0.9

Wholesale Trade 0.12 0.07 0.02 0.09 0.11 1.5
Retail Trade 0.18 0.08 0.03 0.11 0.13 4.5

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 0.24 0.05 0.11 0.16 0.19 1.5

Services 0.32 0.14 0.06 0.21 0.21 5.6
Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.3
Total 2.28 0.57 0.34 0.91 1.01 24.6

increase by $928,900, or 23 percent, compared to No Action levels. Based on 1996 harvest data
(Table TA-4), most of this increase would occur at the port in Fort Bragg, and to a lesser extent,
in Point Arena. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale
trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected.
Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including
charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service prov.,iders near affected port areas,
would benefit. Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by
$564,200, or 18 percent, compared to No Action levels. This change is not substantial.

KMZ-California Coastal Area. Under the Mechanical Restoration Alternative, the KMZ-
California Coastal Area economy would be beneficially affected by increases in ocean.
commercial salmon harvests and sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in
annual regional industrial output increasing by $1.9 million (Table TA-55). This growth in
output would generate an increase of $0.9 million in place of work income and 23 jobs within
the These increases, which less than 0.1 of No Action levels, are notregion: represent percent
substantial. N6te that these impacts are understated since the analysis does not include the
effects of changes in tribal harvests.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 1.0 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would

substantial economic benefits. Thevalue of the annual harvest is estimated toexperience gross
increase by $404,000, or 600 percent, compared to No Action levels. Based on 1996 harvest data
(Table TA-4), most of this increase would occur at the port in Eureka, and to a leser extent, in

sectors most by sportfishing activity are trade,Trinidad.Theeconomic affected wholesale
retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses
that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat
operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would
substantially benefit. Regional spending by persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean and
the lower Klamath River would increase by $1.0 million, or 30 percent, compared to No Action
levels.
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KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the Mechanical Restoration Alternative, the KMZ-Oregon
Coastal Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in annual regional industrial output
increasing by $2.6 million (Table TA-55). This 0.3 percent increase in output would generate an
increase of $1.0 million in place of work income and 43 jobs within the region. These changes
are not substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 6 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits. The gross value of the annual harvestwould ihcrease
by $333,700, or 600 percent, compared to No Action levels. Most of this increas~ would be
realized at the port in Brookings based on 1996 harvest data (Table TA-4). The economic
sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging
places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses that primarily cater to
persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat operators, marina
operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would substantially benefit.
Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by $2.5 million, or
53 percent, compared to No Action levels.

Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the Mechanical Restoration Alternative, the
Northern Central Oregon Coastal Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean      ¯
commercial salmon harvests and sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in
annual regional industrial output increasing by $35.7 million (Table TA-55). This 0.1 percent
increase in output would generate $13.4 million in place of worm income and 419 jobs. These
increases are not substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
increase by an insubstantial 8 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial economic benefits. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to
increase by $3.1 million, or 40 percent, compared to No Action levels. Based on 1996 harvest
data (Table TA-4), ports that would primarily benefit from this increase would include
Newport and Charleston. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are
wholesale trade, retail t~ade, and lodging pl.aces.. None of these sectors will be substantially
affected. Businesges that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean,
including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected
port areas, would benefit. Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would
increase by $560,700, or 8 percent, compared to No Action levels. This change is not
substantial.

2020 Social Impacts

In the KMZ-California and KMZ-Oregon Coastal Areas, the increase in benefits to businesses
supporting sportfishing for salmon would be viewed as positive by the affected communities.
In the remainder of the Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area there would not be any
substantial changes under the Mechanical Restoration Alternative..
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Central Valley

2020 Economic Impacts

Sacramento Valtey.--The Mechanical Restoration Alternative has no effect on Sacramento
Valley agriculture, power, recreation, or M&I water supply. Therefore, there are no regional
effects.

San Joaquin Valley~--The Mechanical Res.toration Alternative has no effect on San ]oaquin
Valley agricu!ture, power, recreation, or M&Iwater supply. Therefore, there are no regional
effects.

Tulare Basin.-- The Mechanical Restoration Alternative has no effect on Tulare Basin
agriculture, power, recreation, or M&I water supply. Therefore, there are not regional effects.
2020 Social Impacts. There would be no substantial social impacts to the Central Valley under
the Mechanical Restoration Alternative.

STATE PERMIT ALTERNATIVE

Trinity River Basin

Up-Front Impacts

The additional costs associated with the State Permit Alternative as compared to No Action
(i.e., increased spawning gravel costs due to Safety of Dam releases) were determined to be
minor enough not to create noticeable regional impacts. The lack of up-front impacts
associated with this alternative would hold for the sector-level comparison as well as the total
comparison.

Annual Impacts

2020 Economic Impact~.--Under the State Permit Alternative, the TrinityShasta County
regional economy would be negatively affected by decreases in spending associated with
declines in Trinity River recreation. Although recreation-related spending associated with use
of Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs would increase, these effects would be more than offset by
decreases in recreation-related spending along the Trinity River. Annual regional economic
output would decrease by $5.9 million, place of work income would decrease by $3.5 million,
and employment would decrease by 115 (Table TA-54) jobs. These changes are not substantial.
Revenues specific to businesses in Trinity County are estimated to decrease by $1.8 million
annually.       "

The economic sectors most affected by recreation activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. Annual employment in these sectors is estimated to decrease by 74 jobs, with
70 of those occurring in the retail trade and lodging sectors. The adverse impacts on the
lodging sector are substantial.
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Businesses that primarily cater to persons recreating at Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs, or along
the Trinity River, would be most impacted by this alternative. These businesses include
concessionaires, marina operators and other service providers at the reservoirs, and guiding
and recreation services along the river. Beneficial but not substantial impacts would be
experienced by businesses that serve recreationists at the reservoirs. Businesses that primarily
serve persons recreating along the Trinity River would experience a substantial, adverse
impact.

2020 Social Impacts.--Ttiose losing jobs in lodging or in businesses serving recreationists along
the Trinity River would have to obtain employment in different businesses or leave the area to
secure employment.

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

As discussed in the following sections, ocean commercial salmon harvests are estimated to
decrease in all coastal regions under the State Permit Alternative. In addition to the reductions
in commercial fishing and seafood processing employment described for each coastal area,
harvest reductions would also result in lost income to commercial, fishing operations,
potentially causing credit problems for commercial harvesters who rely on annual operating
loans. Salmon fishing provides an important contribution to the total annual income of many
commercial fishing operations who harvest.various commercial species during the course of a
year. Business credit depends largely on the expected income of commercial operations and the
risk involved in generating that income. Therefore, changes in conditions that reduce income
and increase risk, such as reductions in salmon harvests, could .reduce lender’s willingness to
lend money to commercial fishing operations or to increase the rate lenders charge for
operating loans. Both of these outcomes could damage the ability of a commercial fishing
business to continue to operate. The severity of this effect would largely depend on the reliance
of individual fishing operations on annual or periodic operating loans from commercial lenders
to finance ongoing fishing activities.

2020 Economic Impacts

Monterey Coastal Area.--Under the State Permit Alternative, the Monterey Coastal Area
economy would be adversely ~ffected by reductions in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-related spending changes because harvests in this region would be presumably
restricted to protect natural Trinity River salmon, which are assumed to be listed under the
Endangered Species Act because of poor habitat conditions under this alternative. These
changes would result in annual regional industrial output decreasing by $13.3 million, place of
work income decreasing by $5.4 million, and employment decreasing by 166 jobs (Table TA-5.5).
These reductions, which are less than 0.1 percent of No Action levels, are not substantial.
Overall commercialf~shing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to ....
decrease by an insubstantial 13 percent and 2 percent respectively. The ocean commercial
salmon fishing industry would experience adverse economic effects. Reductions in salmon
harvests would result in annual gross harvest revenues decreasing by $1.3 million, or
28 percent, compared to No Action levels. These changes, which would be primarily felt in the
port communities of MossLanding, Santa Cruz, and Monterey, are not substantial. The
economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses that primarily
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cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat operators, marina
operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would be adversely impacted.
Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would decrease by $647,700, or
6 percent, compared to No Action levels. This change is not substantial.

San Francisco Coastal Area.--Under the State Permit Alternative, the San Francisco Coastal
Area would be affected by changes in sportfishing and commercial fishing expenditures, by
changes i~ municipal water supply and electricity costs, and by changes in agricultural produc-
tion and net returns. The positive effects from increased M&I water supply, hydropower
gener~ition and agricultural production exceed the negative effects from reduced fishing. The
net increase in valuse of production would be $13.2 million, place of work income would
increase by $7.9 million, and employment would increase by 110 persons (Table TA-55). These
changes are not substantial. Table TA-51 provides economic impacts by sector.

Table TA-51. Economic Impacts of State Permit Alternative, Bay Region, by Industry

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 4.08 0.19 0.97 1.16 1.18 31.1

Mining 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.0

Construction 0.20 0.09 0.02 0.12 0.12 2.3

Manufacturing 1.41 0.62 1.30 1.91 1.94 -6.4

Transportation/Communications/Utilities 0.94 0.25 0.23 " 0.49 0.52 5.8

Wholesale Trade 0.28 0.16 0.04 0.20 0.26 3.3

Retail Trade 0.88 0.40 0.09 0.50 0.60 17.7

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 2.75 0.50 1.38 1.88 2.21 16.8

Services 2.33 1.02 0.43 1.46 1.49 38.3

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry 0.35 0.14 0.04 0.18 0.18 4.02

Total 13.22 3.37 4.52 7.89 8.50 .113.0

The ocean commercial salmon fishing and processing industry, and businesses that cater to
persons sportfishing for salmon including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other
service providers near port areas, would be adversely affected. The gross value of the annual
commercial harvest of salmon would decrease by $1.6 million (27 percent), and regional
spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would decrease by $791,200 (6 percent)
compared to No Action levels. These decreases, which would be felt primarily in the
Princeton/Half Moon Bay, San Francisco, and Bodega Bay port areas, are not substantial.

Mendocino Coastal Area.roUnder the State Permit Alternative, the Mendocino Coastal Area
economy would be adversely affected by decreases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in annual regional industrial output
decreasing by $2.1 million, place of work income decreasing by $1.0 million, and employment
decreasing by 25 jobs (Table TA-55). These reductions, which are less than 0.1 percent of
No Action levels, are not substantial.
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Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
decrease by an insubstantial 3 percent. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial adverse economic effects. Based on the assumption that commercial
salmon harvests would be eliminated in the region under this alternative, the gross value of the
annual salmon harvest would decrease by $404,000 compared to No Action levels. This harvest
reduction would be primarily felt in the port areas of Fort Bragg and Point Arena. The
economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. None of these sectors will be .substantially affected. Businesses that primarily ~
cater to persons spo.rtfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat operators, marina
operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would be adversely affected.
Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would decrease by $2.6 million, or
27 percent, compared to No Action levels.

KMZ~California Coastal Area.--Under the State Permit Alternative, the KMZ-California
Coastal Area economy would experience slight reductions in economic activity due to
decreases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and sportfishing-related spending. Annual
regional industrial output would decrease by an estimated $300,000. This reduction in output
would generate a $200,000 decrease in place of work income and the loss of 4 jobs
(Table TA-55). These decreases, which represent less than 0.001 percent of No Action levels, are
not substantial. Note that these impacts are understated since the analysis does not include the
effects of changes in tribal harvests..

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
decrease by an insubstantial 2 jobs. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience a substantial adverse economic impact due to the assumed closure of the ocean
salmon fishery. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to decrease by $61,900, or
100 percent, compared to No Action levels. This harvest reduction and resulting economic
effects would be primarily felt in the port areas of Eureka, and to a lesser extent, Trinidad and
Crescent City. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing activity are wholesale trade,
retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be substantially affected. Businesses
that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat
operators, marina operators, and other ser;cice providers near affected port areas, would be
adversely affected. Regional spending by persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean and
lower Klamath River would decrease by $198,000, or 6 percent, compared to No Action levels.
This change is not substantial.

KdVIZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the State Permit Alternative, the KMZ-Oregon Coastal
Area economy would experience reductions in ocean commercial salmon harvests and
sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in annual regional industrial output
decreasing by $500,000 (Table TA-55). This 0.06 perc6nt decrease in output would cause an
estimated $200,000 reduction in place of work income and the loss of 8 jobs. These changes are
not substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
decrease by an insubstantial 2 jobs. The ocean commercial salmon fishing industry would
experience substantial reductions in salmon harvest revenues resulting from the’ assumed
closure of the salmon fishery in the area. The gross value of the annual harvest would decrease
by $54,200, or 100 percent, compared to No Action levels. This reduction would be primarily
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felt in the port community of Brookings. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing
activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be

affected. Businesses that cater to for salmon in thesubstantially primarily personssportfishing
ocean, including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near
affected port areas, would be adversely affected. Regional spending by persons ocean
sportfishing for salmon would decrease by $524,000, or 11 percent, compared to No Action
levels. This change is not substantial.

Northern/Cen.trat Oregon Coastal Area.--Under the State Permit Alternative,the
Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area economy would experience reductions in ohean
commercial salm6n harvests and sportfishing-related spending. These changes would result in
annual regional industrial output decreasing by $41.8 million (Table TA-55). This decrease,
which is less than I percent of No Action levels, would cause a $15.8 million reduction in place
of work income and the loss of 494 jobs. These changes are not substantial.

Overall commercial fishing and seafood processing employment in the area is estimated to
decrease by an insubstantial 10 percent and 8 percent, respectively. Th~ ocean commercial
salmon fishing industry would experience substantial reductions in economic benefits. The
gross value of the annual harvest in the region would decrease by $3.7 million, or 50 percent,
compared to No Action levels. This harvest reduction would be primarily felt in the port
communities of Newport and Charleston. The economic sectors most affected by sportfishing
activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and lodging places. None of these sectors will be
substantially affected. Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the
ocean, including charter boat operators, marina operators, and .other service providers near
affected port areas, would be adversely affected. Regional spending by persons ocean
sportfishing for salmon would decrease by $964,300, or 13 percent, compared to No Action
levels. This change is not substantial.

2020 Social Impacts

There would be no substantial social impacts to the Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area
under the State Permit Alternative.

Central Valley

2020 Economic Impacts

Sacramento Vatley.--Under the State Permit Alternative, the Sacramento Valley would be
affected by changes in M&I water supply and electricity costs, and by changes in agricultural
production and net returns. The total increase in output would be $9.8 million, place of work
income would increase $5.2-million, and employment would increase by 130 persons
(Table TA-56). No substantial adverse regional effects were identified. Table TA-52 provides
economic impacts by sector.
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Table TA-52. Economic Impacts of State Permit Alternative, Sacramento Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income Income Income Added of Jobs)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries 0.14 0.02 0.04 0.07 0.07 2.3

Mining 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0

Construction O. 15 0.06 0.02 0.08 0.08 2.0

Manufacturing 1.96 0.35 0.30 0.64 b.6T ¯ 10.7

Transportation/Communications/Utilities 0.78 0.20 O. 19 0.40 0.42 5.3

Wholesale Trade 0.27 0.14 0.04 0.18 0.25 4.1

Retail Trade 1.40 0.61 0.22 0.82 1.03 39.9

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 2.18 0.36 1.02 1.38 1.71 15.8

Services 2.33 0.95 0.45 1.40 1.44 43.7

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry 0.59 0.16 0.11 0.27 0.27 3.6

Total 9.80 2.85 2.39 5.24 5.94 127

San Joaquin Valley.--Under the State Permit Alternative, the San Joaquin Valley would be
affected by changes in M&I water supply and electricity costs, and by changes in agricultural
production and net returns. The total increase in output would be $12.5 million, place of work
income would increase $6.9 million, and employment would increase by 220 persons
(Table TA-56).. No substantial adverse regional effects were id~htified. Table TA-53 provides
economic impacts by sector.

Table TA-53. Economic Impacts of State Permit Alternative, San Joaquin Region, by Industry
Million 1997 Dollars

Total Employee Employment
Industrial Comp. Property Total PoW Value Number

Industry Output Income ’Income Income Added of Jobs)

¯ Agriculture, Forestry,.F sheries 0.11 0:03 . 0.05 0.07 0.08 2.0

Mining 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.0

Construction 0.13 0.05 0,02 0.07 0.07 1.8

Manufacturing 3.55 0.78 0.58 1.36 1.38 24.6

Transportation/Communications/Utilities 0.55 O. 14 O. 11 0.25 0.27 4.2

Wholesale Trade 0.31 O. 16 0.05 0.20 0.29 4.7

Retail Trade 3.73 1.67 0.80 2.47 3.06 126.9

Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 1.87 0.27 0.94 1.20 1.49 12.3

Services 2.02 0.83 0.38 1.21 1.24 38.3

Govt. Enterprise & Special Industry 0.22 0.08 0.02 0.10 0.10 2.1

Total 12.50 3’.99 2.94 6.94 7.98 216.9
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Tulare Basin.roUnder the State Permit Alternative, the Tulare Basin would be unaffected.

2020 Social Impacts

There would be no substantial social impacts to the Central Valley under the State Permit
Alternative.

No ACTION VERSUS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Trinity Riv:er Basin

Up-Front Impacts

The Preferred Alternative consists of the Flow Evaluation Alternative plus the watershed
protection component of the Mechanical Restoration Alternative. Therefore, all socioeconomic
impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative, other than costs, are identical to those of the
Flow Evaluation Alternative. The costs associated with the Preferred Alternative are expected
to generate $2.1 million in output/sal.es, $1.1 million in income, and 37 jobs annually in Trinity
County (Table TA-54). The majority of these impacts stem from the combined cost of
constructing the channel rehabilitation sites and the watershed protection program. Impacts
taper off gradually until the channel rehabilitation sites are completed in year 6. At that point,
impacts decline by 50 percent and represent primarily the watershed protection program.
Given the peak level of job creation represents less than I percent of the projected total
employment in Trinity County in 2001, the total impacts associated with the Preferred
Alternative are not substantial.

The jobs generated in any particular sector are expected to be so small as to not result in any
substantial impacts. Since virtually all of the costs associated with the Preferred Alternative are
likely to be dispersed, regional economic impacts would not be concentrated in any particular
area.

EXISTING CONDITIONS VERSUS PREFERII:ED ALTERNATIVE

Trinity River Basin

Economic Impacts

Up-Front Impacts.--The overall change in the Trinity County economy from 1995 existing
conditions to 2001 Conditions under the Preferred Alternative was estimated at $8.5 million in
output, $4.5 million in income, and 127 jobs (Table TA-54). Approximately 75 percent of this
change is due to the projection from i995 to 2001 and not to implementing the alternative. The
cost impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative $2.1 million in output/sales,are
$1.1 million in income, and 37 jobs. The majority of this impact stems from the combined cost
of constructing the channel rehabilitation sites and the watershed protection program. Impacts

off gradually until" the channel rehabilitation sites in 6. At thattaper arecompleted year point,
impacts decline by 50 percent and represent primarily the watershed protection program.
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Given the peak level of job creation associated with the alternative represents less than
1 percent of the projected total employment in Trinity County in 1995, the total impacts associ-
ated with the Preferred Altemative are not substantial.

The jobs generated in any particular sector are expected to be so small as to not result in any
substantial impacts at the individual sector level. Since virtually all of the costs associated with
the Preferred Alternative are likely to be dispersed, regional economic impacts would not be
concentrated in any particular area.

Annual Impacts.roUnder the Preferred Alternative, the Trinity/Shasta County regional
economy would be positively affected by increases in spending assodated with increases in
water-oriented recreation. Annual regional economic output would increase by $2.6 billion,
place of work income would increase by $1.4 billion, and employment would increase by
35,900 jobs (Table TA-54). More than 99 percent of these changes in economic activity are
attributable to the effects of increased population on recreation use and spending associated
with the Trinity River and Trinity and Shasta Reservoirs. Project-related effects are not
substantial.

The economic sectors most affected by recreation activity are wholesale trade, retail trade, and
lodging places. Annual employment in these sectors is estimated .to increase by about
9,600 jobs, with 6,850 of those occurring in the retail trade sector. Because nearly al! Qf these job
impacts are attributable to population changes that are not associated with the project, project-
related effects are not considered substantial.

Businesses that primarily cater to persons recreating at Trinity or Shasta Reservoirs, or along
the Trinity River, would be positively impacted. These businesses include concessionaires,
marina operators and other service providers at the reservoirs, and guiding and recreation
services along the river. However, because most of these effects are attributable to population
changes that are not associated with the project, project-related effects are not considered
substantial.

Social Impacts

Social impacts would be similar to those betwe6n the No Action Alternative and the Flow
Evaluation Alternative; however, additional jobs .could be created as a result of the watershed
protection work.

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

2020 Economic Conditions

Monterey Coastal Area.~Compared to modeled 1995 conditions, substantial economic growth
would occur within the Monterey Coastal Area by 2020 under the Preferred Alternative.
Regional output is projected to increase by $17.5 billion (Table TA-55). Similarly, place of work
income is projected to increase by $9.9 billion, and a projected 241,980 additional jobs would be
created. This growth, however, would be entirely related to the overall growth of the regional
population and its economy, and not due to the Preferred Alternative, No changes in ocean
commercial or sport salmon harvests are expected between 1995 and 2020 as a result of the
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Preferred Alternative because this area has historically been less affected by restraints imposed
to protect Klamath Basin salmon. Therefore, easing harvest restrictions on natural Trinity River
salmon would have little effect the total harvest in thison region.

San Francisco Coastal Area.inDifferences between 1995 conditions and 2020 conditions under
the Preferred are largely by population increases, implementationAlternative caused andnot
of the pr.oject. The gross value of the annual commercial salmon harvest is estimated to
increase by $262,400, or 4 percent, and regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for
salmon would increase by $3.0 million,, or 29 percent, compared to (Table TA-55).1995 levels
BecaL~se more than 90 percent of this increased sportfishing-related spending is due to the effect "
of population growth, the project-related effects are not considered substantial.

Mendocino Coastal Area.--Compared to modeled 1995 conditions, the Mendocino Coastal
Area economy would be beneficially affected by increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests
and sportfishing-related spending in 2020 under the Preferred Alternative. Employment in the ~
overall commercial fishing and seafood processing sectors is estimated to increase by 29 and 27
jobs, respectively, by 2020 (Table TA-55). These changes represent increases of approximately
16 percent over modeled 1995 conditions. These increases are considered substantial. The
gross value of the annual salmon harvest is estimated to increase by $2:1 million, or 500 percent,
from modeled 1995 conditions tO 2020 conditions under the Preferred Alternative. This harvest
increase would be primarily felt in Fort Bragg and Point Arena based on 1996 harvest data
(Table TA-4). Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfislxing for salmon in the ocean,
including charter boat operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected
port areas, would substantially benefit from the Preferred Alternative. Regional spending by
persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by $1.7 million, or 65 percent, compared
to 1995 levels. Because more than half of this increase is related to the project, project-related
effects are considered substantial.

KMZ-California Coastal Area.--Compared to modeled 1995 conditions, the KMZ-California
Coastal Area economy would be beneficially affected by increases in ocean commercial salmon
harvests and sportfishing-related spending in 2020 under the Preferred Alternative.
Employment in the overall commercial fishing and seafood processing sectors is estim~ited to
increase by 7 and 6 jobs, respectively, by 2020 (Table TA-55). These changes represent increases
of 1.3 percent over modeled 1995 conditions. These increases are not considered substantial.
Note that these impacts are understated since the analysis does not include the effects of
changes in tribal harvests. The gross value of the annual harvest is estimated to increase by
$589,800, or 900 percent, from modeled 1995 conditions to 2020 conditions under the Preferred
Alternative. This harvest increase would be primarily felt in the port community of Eureka,
and to a lesser extent Trinidad based on 1996 harvest data (Table TA-4). Businesses that
primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean/including charter boat
operators, marina operators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would
substantially benefit from the Preferred Alternative. Regional spending by persons ocean
sportfishing for salmon would increase by $1.9 million, or 68 percent, compared to 1995 levels.
Because more than 60 percent of this increased spending is related to the project, project-related
effects are considered substantial.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--Compared to modeled 1995 conditions, the KMZ-Oregon Coastal
Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean commercial salmon harvests and .
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sportfishing-related spending by 2020 under the Preferred Alternative. Employment in the
overall commercial fishing and seafood processing sectors is estimated to increase by 12 and 8
jobs, respectively, by 2020 (Table TA-55). These changes represent increases of 9 percent over
modeled 1995 conditions. These increases are considered less than substantial. The gross value
of the annual salmon harvest is estimated to increase by $492,000, or 900 percent, from modeled
1995 conditions to 2020 conditions under the Preferred Alternative. Based on 1996 harvest data
(Table TA-4), this increase would be primarily felt in the port community of Brookings.
Businesses that primarily cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including
charter boat operato.rs, marina operators, and other service providers near affected port areas,
would substantially benefit from the Preferred Alternative. Regional spending by persons
ocean sportfishing for salmon would increase by $3.4 million, or 68 percent, compared to 1995
levels. Because about 90 percent of this increase is related to the project, project-related effects
are considered substantial.

Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area.---Compared to 1995 modeled conditions, the
Northern/Central Oregon Coastal Area economy would benefit from increases in ocean
commercial salmon harvests and sportfishing-related spending by 2020 under the Preferred
Alternative. Employment in the overall commercial fishing and seafood processing sectors is
estimated to increase by 102 and 168 jobs, respectively, by 2020 (Table TA-55). These changes
represent increases of 11 percent over modeled 1995 conditions. These increases are considered
substantial. The gross value of the annual salmon harvest is estimated to increase by
$4.3 million, or 50 percent, from modeled 1995 conditions to 2020 conditions under the
Preferred Alternative. Based on 1996 harvest data (Table TA-4), this increase would be
primarilyfelt in the port communities of Newport and Charleston. Businesses that primarily
cater to persons sportfishing for salmon in the ocean, including charter boat operators, marina
op6rators, and other service providers near affected port areas, would benefit from the
PreferredAlternative.Regional spending by persons ocean sportfishing for salmon would
increase by $1.8 million, or 30 percent, compared to 1995 levels. Because about 60 percent of
this increase is related to the effect of population growth on ocean salmon sportfishing, project-
related effects are not considered substantial.

Social Impacts

Social impacts would be similar to those between the No Action Alternative and the Flow
Evaluation Alternative.

Central Valley

2020 Economic Impacts

Sacramento Valley.--The differences between 1995 conditions and conditions in 2020 under the
Preferred Alternative are largely caused by population increases, and not due to the project
(Table TA-56).

San Joaquin Valley.raThe differences between 1995 conditions and ~onditions in 2020 under
the Preferred Alternative are largely caused by population increases, and not due to the project
(Table TA-56).
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TuIare Basin.raThe differences between 1995 conditions and conditions in 2020 under the
Preferred Alternative are largely caused by population increases, and not dueto the proiect
(Table TA-56).

Social Impacts

Social impacts would be similar to those between the No Action Alternative and the Flow
Evaluation Alternative.

,!

131

C--093342
C-093342



TABLE TA-54
Trinity River Basin Region (Defined as Trinity and Shasta Counties for These Analyses)

Time of Impact/ Comparison Bases Action Alternatives
Impact Measures/ Existing No Action Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State
Economic Sectors Units Conditions Alternative Flow ¯ Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit Preferred Alternative

Change from
Existing

Change from No Action Alternative in 2020 Conditions

Up-front Impacts Year 1995 Year 2001
Totals Totals

Output/Sales M$ 344.2 350.6 6.2/5.5/3.6a 1.28 1.23 2.14 0 2.14 8.54¯

Income M$ 186.1      .189.5 2.95/2.65/1.75a    0.66      0.63       1.11         0      1.10        4.5

Employment Jobs 4,955 5,045 77/70/45a 22 21 37 0 37 127

Most Impacted Sectors:

Construction Jobs 375 380 18/16/11 0 0 0 0 0 5

Wholesale trade Jobs 105 105 7/6/4a 1 1 2 0 2 2

Eating & drinking Jobs 225 230 8/7/4a 3 3 5 0 5 10

Auto & service stations Jobs 55 55 11/10/6a 0 0 0 0 0 0

Annual Impacts Year 1995 Year 2020
Totals Totals

Output/Sales MS 6,078.2 8,693.7 -6.3 3.2 -0.5 0.1 -5.9 3.2 2,618.7

Income MS 3,377.4 4,830.7 -2.6 2.0 -0.3 0.1 -3.5 2.0 1,455.3

Employment Jobs 83,280 119,110 -66 66 -8 2 -115 66 35,896

Most Impacted Sectors:

Wholesale trade Jobs 490 7,010 -9 2 -1 -1 -4 2 2,112

Retail trade Jobs 15,880 22,710 -25 21 -3 -2 -38 21 6,851

Lodging places Jobs 1,440 2,060 -5 20 -1 1 -32 " 20 640

aThree estimates reflect dam modification options. See Section 2.1
M$ = million dollars.



TABLE TA-55
Lower Klamath River Ba.s.irdCoa~stal Area Re_~ns

- Impact Subregionllmpact
Action Alternatives

MeasureslEconomic Sectors Units Comparison Bases
---"~-~xisting ~ No Action State

Conditions Alternative Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical

(1995) (2020) Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration    Permit Preferred Alternative
- Change from

Existing

Change from No Action Alternative in 2020                Conditions

Monterey Coastal Area 0 0 0 -13.3 0 17,499.6

Total output MS 34,214.6 51,714.2 0 9,869.8

Income MS 19,297.0 29,166.8 0 0 0 0 -5.4 0

¯
0 0 0 0 -166 0        241,980

Employment Jobs 473,210 715,190

Most Impacted Sectors: 0 0 -27 0 0

Commercial fishing Jobs 210 210 0 0

Seafood processing Jobs 2,450. 2,450 0 0 0 0 -57 0

Wholesale trade
Jobs 18,920 28,600 0 0 0 0 -8 0 9,680

Retail trade Jobs 77,010 116,390 0 0 0 0 -24 0 39.380

Lodging places Jobs 12,390 18,720 0 0 0 0 -2 0 6,330

San Francisco Coastal A, rea -12.3 2.28 13.2 -32.6 79,167

Total output M$ 351,700 430,900 -159.6 -32.6

Income
M$ 199,900 245,000 -79.2 -16.2      -6.4       0.91        7.9      -16.2      45,084

-310     -120      25      110    -310    907,590
Employment Jobs 3,652,600 4,560,500 -1,540

Most Impacted Sectors: -165 -1 -9 0 27       -1        352

Vegetables Jobs 1,423 1,776 -24 792

Canned fruit and vegetables Jobs 3,281 4,097 -125 -24 -7 0 21

Retail and wholesale trade Jobs 746,600 932,218 -327 -65 -30 6 21 -65 185,553

Services Jobs 1,154,925 1,441,977 -420 -85 -41 6 38 -85 286,967

3 0 -3 3 -20 0 317

Commercial Fishing Jobs 1,276 1,593

Mendocino Coastal Area 4.9 4.3 -2.1 9.6 1,165.2

Total output MS 3,111.5 4,267.1 11.1 9.6

income M$ 1,560.4 2,140.0 5.1 4.4 2.3 2.0 -1.0 4.4 584.0

Employment Jobs 43,630 59,835 127 110 57 50 -25 110 16,315





TABLE TA-55 ((~ontinued) i
Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area Regions

Impact Subregionllmpact
MeasureslEconomic Sectors    Units    Comparison Bases                                  Action Alternatives

Existing No Action
Conditions Alternative Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical State

(1995) (2020) Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit Preferred Alternative
Change from

Existing
Change from No Action Alternative in 2020 Conditions

NorthernlCentral Oregon Coastal
Area

Total output MS 20,757.5 27,094.0 50.6 47.1 35.6 " 35.4 -41.3 47.i 6,383.6
Income~                     M$ ¯ 10,549.2 13,768.8 19.0 17.7 13.4 13.2 -15.5 17.7 3,237.3
Employment Jobs 290,960 379,760 ¯ 593 552 418 413 -484 552 89,352

Most Impacte~J’Sectors:
Commercialt~shing Jobs 900 900 109 102 77 74 -89 102 102
Seafood processing Jobs 1,730 1,730 181 168 127. 127 -147 168 168
Wholesale trade Jobs 11,260 14,700 3~ 34 26 26 -30 34 3,474
Retail trade Jobs 56,410 73,630 88 82 62 61 -73 82 17,302

I"11Lod~lin~l places Jobs 6,370 8,320 5 5 4 4 -4 5 1,955
M$ = million dollars,                                                                                                                                z

13"1
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TABLE TA-56
Central Valley Regions

Impact Subregionllmpact --IMeasureslEconomic Sectors Units Comparison Bases Action Alternati~,es rn
Existing    No Action

Conditions Alternative Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical    State z¯
(1995) ’ (2020) Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit Preferred Alternative

Change from
Existing

Chan~le from No Action Alternative in 2020 Conditions rnz
Sacramento Valley

x
Total output MS 104,9,00 168,800 -50.6 -12.1 -9.2 0 9.8 -12.1 63,888
Income M$ 61,100 98,300 -27.6 -6.6 -5 =0 5.2 -6.6 37,193                    r~,
Employment Jobs 1,413,400 2,137,600 -700 -160 -130 0 130 -160 724,200 ~"

Most Impacted Sectors:

Rice milling Jobs 1,106 1,672 -2 -1 0 0 1 -1 " 565
Retail and wholesale trade Jobs 250,9,62 379,549 -146 -34 -29 0 29 -34 128,553 03
Farm machinery ~nd equipment Jobs 566 857 -19 -5 -2 0 2 ~5 286
Miscellaneous retail Jobs 37,540 56,925 -125 -32 -15 0 15 -32 19,253

San Joaquin Valley O
Total output MS 82,700 154,900 :. -94.7 -17.0 -5.4 0 12.5 -17.0 72,183
Income MS 41,700 78,200 -50.1 Lg.0 -2.9 0 6.9 -9.0 36,491
Employment Jobs 1,017,500 1,812,100 -1,510 -270 -90 0 220 -270 794,330

Most Impacted Sectors:

Cotton Jobs 6,557 11,678 -69.7 -12.4 -3.4 0 -1 -12 5,109
Retail and wholesale trade Jobs 167,627 298,549 -208.1 -37.9 -13.8 0 30 -38 130,884
Farm machinery and equipment Jobs 783 1,394 -112.6 -21.0 -6.1 0 20 -21 590
Miscellaneous retail Jobs 26,349 46,928 -561.5 -104.7 -30.8 0 101 -105 20,474



TA6LE TA-56 (Continued)
Central Valley ,Regions ,

Impact Subregionllmpact :
MeasureslEconomic Sectors Units Comparison Bases Action Alternatives

Existing No Action
Conditions Alternative Maximum Flow Percent Mechanical - State

(t995) (2020) Flow Evaluation Inflow Restoration Permit " Preferred Alternative
Change from                  03

Exllting
Change from No Action Alternative in 2020 Conditions ~’

Tulare Basin

Total output M$ 41,600 78,200 -28.0 -9.9 -6.7 0 0 -9.9 36.590

income M$ 20,700 38,800 -14.4 -5.1 -3.5 0 0 -5.1 18.095 03
Employment Jobs 534,600 945,800 -440 -160 -110 0 0 -’~ 60 411.040

Most Impacted Sectors:

Cottod Jobs 7,813 ’ 13,823 -24.8 -6.8 -4.5 0 0 -6.8 6,003 O
Retail and wholesale trade Jobs 77,185 136,558 -57.5 -20.2 -12.1 0 0 -20.2 59,353
Farm machinery and equipment Jobs 375 664 -37.4 -16.1 -12.6 0 0 -16.1 273

i-nMiscellaneous retail Jobs" 26,349 46,924 -158,5 -67.8 -52.3 0 0 -67,8 20,507
M$ = million dollars.
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Iustice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations," dated. February 11, 1994, requires agencies to
identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects of their actions on minorities and low-income populations and communities as well as
the eqtfity of the distribution of the benefits and risks of their decisions. Environmental Justice
addresses the fair treatment of people of all races and incomes with respect to actions affecting
the environment. Fair treatment implies that no grbup ofpeople should bear a
disproportionate share of negative impacts from an environmental adtion. To comply with the
environmental justice policy established by the Secretary, all Interior agencies are to identify
and evaluate any anticipated effects, direct or indirect, from the proposed project, action or
decision on minority and low-income populations and communities, including the equity of the
distribution of the benefits and risks. Accordingly, this section examines the anticipated
distributional equity of alternative-associated impacts with.respect to potentially affected
minority and economically disadvantaged groups.

I AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

I A high concentration of Native Americans lives in the Klamath-Trinity region, particularly
along the main-stem Trinity and lower Klamath Rivers. Thus, any adverse environmental
affects could have a large and potentially disproportionate impact on this minority group, A

I primary concern regarding possible adverse impacts on the region’s Native American populace
is that they are already affected by low incomes, poverty and high unemployment. The Hoopa
Valley and Yurok tribes account for a majority of the region’s Native American population and
probably would be most directly affected by the implementation of any alternative given the
location of their reservations along the mainstem Trinity and lower Klamath rivers.

I In 1-996, Native Americans accounted for less than 1% of California’s.population. In that same
year, the combined Native American population of Humboldt and Trinity Counties (the.
counties which overlap the Trinity and Lower Klamath River basins) was about 7,500, or 5% of

i the counties’ total populations (California Department of Finance 1998). Thus, the proportion
-- of the population living within the Klamath-Trinity region comprised of Native Americans is

much higher than for the State overall.

Native Americans living in the region lag behind their, non-Indian neighbors, economically. For
example, according t.o. the 1990.Census, average per-cap!ta incomes on the Hoopa Valley and

I Yurok reservations were $6,671 and $8,375 respectively, well below the per-capita incomes of
~_ residents of Trinity County, Humboldt County and the state of California w $13,113, $15,498

and $16,409 respectively (U;S. Bureau of the Census 1990, Regional Economic Information
System 1990).

~ Corresponding to low per capita incomes amongst the region’s Native American’people are
[]high levels of poverty and unemployment. In 1989, it is estimated that over 35% of the
~populations of both the Hoopa Valley and Yutok reservations were living in.poverty, more
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than two times the poverty levels of the surrounding counties, and more than three times that
of the state as a whole (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990). According to the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, in 1993 unemployment amongst Hoopa Valley and Yurok tribal members living on and
adjacent their reservations was 64% and 75% respectively, not accounting for
underemployment (U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 1993). In that
same year, unemployment for all of Trinity County was 16.3%, while for Humboldt County
unemployment was 9.8% (California Employment Development Department, 1994).
Two tables ar.e presented showing the potentially affected counties within.. the study area. .

Table EJ-1A presents those counties with minority populations higher than 40% that could .....
potentially be adversely affected by employment and/or income impacts associated with
implementation of the alternatives. Table EJ2 displays income and poverty data for all the
¯ potentially affected counties. Counties in the Central Valley, such as Tulare (28.2), Merged
(25.9) and Fresno (25.2) have percents of population in poverty substantially higheb than
California (16.5) and the United States (13.8). Counties near San Francisco Bay tend to have a
lower percent of population in poverty. People of Hispanic descent make up about a third of
most Central Valley coun.ty populations and African Americans about 5 percent. The
percentage of people of Asian/Pacific Islander descent increases near the Bay..

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES.

METHODOLOGY

The analysis of the Native American environmental justice impacts examines the. extent to
which each alternative would restore Native American access to Trinity River resources. As
Native American socioeconomic-economic opportunities in the Klamath-Trinity region are tied
directly to river ecosystem health (e.g., commercial and subsistence fishing, recreatioh, etc.), the
alternatives were evaluated based on riverine health measures (see EIS/R Sections 3..2, 3.5, and
3.7) and tribal trust analyses (see EIS/R Section 3.6).

Two suggestions are made by CEQ in "Environmental Justice: Guidance under the National
Environmental Policy Act" (http://www.whitehouse.gov/CEQ/Ej.pdf) concerning minority
and low income groups required to be considered under E. O. 12898. First, a population (in this
case, a county) must be Considered if it has more than a 50 percent minority population. For
purposes of inclusion, 40 percent was used in this analysis. Thble EJ-1A shows those counties
with minority populations greater than 40 percent. Second, it is suggested the Current
Population Survey’s series P-60 on income and poverty, the Census Bureau’s annual table for
determining people in pove.rty (h ..t..tp://ferret.bls.census...gov/macro/03.7997/pov/21_000.htm)
be used to determine low-income populations. However, using the 1996 poverty threshold of
$16,183 median income annually for a family of four, not even the poorest counties in
California would have been included in the analysis. Again, for purposes of inclusion, a
different measure, percent of population in poverty (Model Based Income and Poverty
Estimates 1996: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/saipe/stcty!estimate.html), was used to
identify counties with low-income populations. Once potentially effected counties were
identified, the median incomes and percent of population in poverty for those counties were
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I compared against the median incomes and percent of population in poverty for California to
avoid excluding low-income populations above the poverty line from the analysis (see Table
EJ-2). The percent of population in poverty was used as the low-income indicator for this
analysis.

Counties and sectors having substantial adverse employment impacts were identified by
alternative and region in the Socioeconomics Technical Appendix. Those affected counties with
minority populations greater than 40 percent and percent of population in poverty greater than
the state of California were identified. Minority workers in affected occupations in, those
counties were identified and environmental justice impacts evaluated. Tables EJ-3A. and E]-3B
from the Equal Opportunity Employment data file (http://govinfo.library.orst.edu/) were

/m
used toidentify minority workers in affected occ .upations.

i NO ACTION

Trinity River Basin and Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

i
Under the No Action Alternative the Trinity River is projected to have in the year 2020 only
8 percent of the attributes of a healthy alluvial river. Thus,~the alternative would have negative
environmental justice implications for the Native American people of the Trinity and Klamath
River Basins. The alternative would not repair the existing inequities in their access to Trinity
River resources. There would not be substantial environmental justice impacts to non-Native

~1~ " Americangroups.

Trinity River Basin                                                                .

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

Lower Klamath River BasinlCoastat Areas

i, Monterey Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there a~e no substantial environmental justice impacts.

i, San Francisco Coastal Area,uNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

i impacts to employment or incomeMendocinoCoastalArea.mNosubstantial identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.                                     ’

I KMZ-California impacts to or incomeCoastaI Area.wNosubstantial employment identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.uNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.
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NorthlCentral Oregon Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income
identified. Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

Central Valley

Sacramento Valley

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

San Joaqui~ Valley

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

Tulare Region

No substantial impacts to employment or .income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.                             .

MAXIM.UM FLOW

Trinity River Basin and Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

Implementation of the Maximum Flow Alternative could have substantial positive impacts on
the Hoopa Valley, Yurok and other tribes of the region. By restoring the Trinity River’s
physical attributes to 81 percent of those present in a healthy alluvial river, the subsequent
improvements to the river’s fisheries, water quality, riparian habitat and other resources would
greatly improve tribal access to many trust resources to the substantial benefit of their
communities. Thus, this Alternative would have very large, positive environmental justice
implications for Native American communities in the region. As discussed below, substantial
environmenta! justice impacts to non-Native Americans could occur in the San Francisco
Coastal Area.

Trinity River Basin

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts..

Lower Klamath River ~Ba~inlCoastal Areas

Monterey Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

San Francisco Coastal Area.--Most of the identified impacts on agriculture resulting from the
Max Flow alternative would be concentrated in the Santa Clara Valley. The demographics of
Santa Clara county indicate, the Maximum Flow Alternative could have substantial
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environmental justice impacts. Santa Clara has a large minority population. In 1990 Santa
Clara had a minority population of 42% and a Hispanic population of 21%. By 1996 the
minority and Hispanic populations were 47 and 23 percent respectively. While the percent of
population in poverty (9.1) is less than the state (16.5), over 80 percent of the .farm workers in
the county are Hispanic.

Increased electricity costs could have environmental iustice impacts for low-income
populations. The three counties potentially affected are Alameda, Santa Clara, and San Mateo.
While Santa Clara and Alameda both have high minority populations, all th~.ee counties ar.e
relatively wealthy with higl4 median incomes and low poverty levels. Thus it is not expected
higher energy costs would have environmental justice impacts.

The most adverse affects from M&I water costs would occur in Contra Costa valley. However,
Contra Costa is one of the wealthiest counties in California with a median income
approximately 17,000 dollars higher than the median income of California and approximately
19,000 dollars higher than the national median income. In the county 7.9 percent of the
population are in poverty compared to 16.5 percent for California and 13.8 for the United
States.

Mendocino Coastal Area.DNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial .environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-California Coastal Area.wNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.mNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

North/Central Oregon Coastal Area.mNo substantial impacts to employment or income
identified. Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

Central Valley

Sacramento Valley

The Tehama Colusa canal area, where substantial ~gricultural costsoccur with themay
Maximum Flow Alternative,includes the following counties: Glenn, Colusa, and Yolo. Based
on Table EJ-2, Colusa and G}eun counties fall above the California state percent in poverty. All
three counties are above the national percent of people in poverty. However, only Colusa
County has a minority population greater than 40 percent. With most of the farm workers
being Hispanic, potentially substantial job losses could occur within this Hispanic population
and could be a substantial environmental justice impact.

Sacramento County, where the majority of M&I water cost affects would occur, has no
significant minority population and is just slightly above the California percent in poverty.
This suggests no substantial environmental justice impacts wouldoccur.
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San Joaquin Valley                        -"

Subst~-mti~l agricultural impacts could occur along the San Luis canal for those users entirely
dependent on CVP contracts. This includes the counties of Merced and Madera and is a
potentially substantial environmental justice impact. According to Tables EJ-1A and EJ-2, both
counties have minority populations greater than 40 percent and high percents of people in
poverty at 25.9 and 20.8 respectively. A majority of the agricultural workers are Hispanic.
Substantial impacts on agricultural occupations could have substantial environmental justice
impacts on this population.

Tulare Region

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial

¯ environmental justice impacts.

FLOW EVALUATION/ITREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Trinity River Basin and Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

Implemef~tation of the Maximum Flow Alternative could have substantial positive impacts on
the Hoopa Valley, Yurok and other tribes of the region. By restoring the Trinity River’s
physical attributes to 66 percent of those present in a healthy alluvial river, the subsequent

.............. improvements~to_the~riv_er~’s~fishe_ries, water quality, riparian habitat and other resources would
improve tribal access to many trust resources to the substantial benefit of their communities.
Thus, this Alternative would have large, positive environmental justice implications for Native
American communities in the region. There would not be substantial environmental justice .
impacts to the non-Native Americans in the region.

Trinithd River Basin

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmentaljustice impacts:

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Areas

Monterey Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

San Francisco Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore~ there areno substantial environmental justice impacts.        " ’

Mendocino Coastal Area.mNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-California Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.
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KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

NorthlCentral Oregon Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income
identified. Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts. ¯

Central Valley

Sacramento Valley

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

San Joaquin Valley

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

Tulare Region

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

PERCENT INFLOW

Trinity River Basin and Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

The Percent Inflow Alternative would lead to a marginal improvement in the health of the
Trinity River system compared to.the No Action Alternative. The improvement in the river’s
health should increase tribal access to fish and other trust assets dependant on Trinity River
conditions. Nonetheless, this alternative falls well short of having positive environmental
justice implications for the region’s Native Americans.

Trinity River Basin

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Areas

Monterey Coastal Area.--No substantiai impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

San Francisco Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there.are no substantial environmental justice impacts.
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Mendocino Coastal Area.--vNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
The.refore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-California Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment .or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

¯ KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial anvironmental justice impacts.

NorthlCentral Oregon Coastal ~[rea.--No substantial irhpacts to employment or income
identified. Therefore, there are no substantial environmental jus.tice impacts.

Central Valley

Sacramento Valley

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

San Joaquin Valley

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

Tulare Region,

No substan~al impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

MECHANICAL RESTORATION

Trinity River. Basin and Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

The Mechanical Restoration Alternative would result in a small improvement in the health of
the Trinity River when compared to the No Action Alternative and accordingly, should lead to
a marginal improvement in tribal access to Trinity River fish and other economically important
resources. However, given how little of the region’s riverine resources are currently accessible
to Native American communities, overall, this alternative would have negative environmental
justice implications for these people. There would not be substantial environmental justice
impacts to non-Nafiii~ American gro.upsin the region. ..... ....

Trinity River Basin

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.
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Lower Klamath River BasinlCoastal Areas

Monterey Coastal Area.mNo ~ubstantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

San Francisco Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

Mendocino Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-California Coastal Area.mNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.~No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

North/Central Oregon Coastal Area.mNo substantial impacts to employment or income
identified. Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

Central Valley           "

Sacramento Valley

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

San Joaquin Valley.~No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore,
there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

TulareReg~on.--Nosubstantialimpactstoemploymentorincomeidentified. Therefore, there
are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

STATE PERMIT ’                       ""

River Basin and Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal AreaTrinity

The State Permit Alternative would reduce flows in the Trinity River well below current levels~
causing the river’s health to decline even more than under the No Action Alternative. Thus, it
is anticipated the State Permit Alternative would have even greater negative environmental .
justice implications’for’the Native Ameri4an people oF ~he KlamaLh-Trifiity region than would
the No Action Alternative.

Trinity River Basin

Substantial impacts may occur in the wholesale and retail trade and lodging sectors in Shasta
and Trinity counties..These counties, however, have extremely low minority populations, both
under 20%. The percent in poverty, 16.0 and 16.9 respectively, is not substantially different
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from the state (16.5). Therefore, it is unlikely the substantial effects on wholesale and retail
trade will have substantial environmental justice impacts.

Lower Ktamath River Basin/Coastal Areas

Monterey Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental j,u.stice impacts.

San Francisco Coastal Area,--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial enviromnental justice ~mpacts.

Mendocino Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no sdbstantial environmental justice impacts.

¯ KMZ-California Coastal Area.~No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.~N6 substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

North/Central Oregon Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income
identified. Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice im ~acts.

Central Valley

Sacramento Valley

No substahtial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

San loaquin Valtey.~No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore,
there are no substantial environmental iustic.e impacts..

Tulare Region.mNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there
are no substantial environmental iustice impacts.

EXISTING CONDITIONS VERSUS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Trinity River Basin and Lower Klamath River Basin/Coastal Area

Environmental justice impacts would be similar to those between the Flow Evaluation
Alternative and the No Action baseline.

TrinitF River Basin

NO substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefpre, there are no
substantialenvironmentaljustice impacts.
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Lower Ktamath River BasinlCoastal Areas

Monterey Coastal Area.mNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.          .

San Francisco Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental, justice impacts.

Mendocino Coastal Area.-a-No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.                   ’

KMZ-California Coastal Area.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

KMZ-Oregon Coastal Area.--No substantial impactsto employment or income identified.
Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

North/Central Oregon Coastal Area.~No substantial impacts to employment or income
identified. Therefore, there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

Central Valley ,

Sacramento Valley

No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there are no substantial
environmental justice impacts.

San Joaquin Valley.--No substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore,
there are no substantial environmental justice impacts.

Tulare Region.mNo substantial impacts to employment or income identified. Therefore, there
are no substantial environmental justice impacts..
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Table EJ-1A. Percent of Population by Race 1990 and 1996

% Asian %Amedcan
Region County Year Total    % White % Hispanic % Black Pacific Indian

~ . , Islander Eskimo/Aluet

= , 1996~ 360253 48.13 i 37.67 , 5.96 , 7.60 ~ 0.64

Sacramento -~ Colusa ~ 16355 62.03 ~ 33.65 ~ 0.50 ~ 1.96 ~ 1.86

+Solano ~ 1990+ 3~116 60.95 + 13.~ 12.92 ’. 11.98 ~ .0.72

~ ~
; 1996 372493 57.39 14.61 + 13.66 ’13.65 L 0.69

San Francisco iS~n +rancisc~i 1990372787~ 46.5. 7 13.9~ ~+ 10.5~ . 28.5_ 7 i 0.3~

San Mateo 1990651401 60.27 17.77 5.2~ ~ 16.38 ~ 0.36

1996 .698042 [ 55.02 ~. 20.60 4.86 19.i4 ~ 0.39

Santa Clam 1990~ 150~02 ~ 57.98 ~ 21.09 3.51. ~ !6~9~_ ~ 0.~

~1996 1638352 52.03 23.03 3.57 ~ 21.03 0.34

~_Alameda. _ . 1284825 ~ 53.15 14.29 17.~ ~                                                                           _ 14.60_ _ _. 0.53

1996~ 1365041 47.98 15.95 17.68 ’ 17.90 0.49

’SanJoa~uin ~ Fresno 1990 673608 50.79 35.56 4.69 ~ 8.20 0.76

1996 769709 46.59 37.77 4.76 ~ 10.04 0.84

Madera ...... ’:
~

’ ~ ~990 89a49 60.22 a4~66 2.60 ~.22

1996 110298 56.74~ 36.96 3.88 ~ 1.31 1.11

~Merced ~_ ~80182 54,27 32.71 4.40" ~ 7.99 0.63

.    ~~uin 1990483817 = 58.84 23.51 ~ 5.16 11.69 0.79

31996 533177 55.53 24.91 ~ 5.27 13.56 0.73

Tulare Kern 1990 549531 62.81 28.10 ~ 5.31 2.75 1.03

~ ~ 1996, 624092 59.35 30.79 5.76 3.05 1.05

1990 ~ 102238 53.96 34.18 7.63 3.34 0.89;
~ ~ 19963 115774 50.88 36.70 7.81 3.75 0.86

From Tabl~ ~d-~ B. P~ulaUon by Na~ ~ 990 an~ 1996

Soume: Model Based Income and Pove~ Estimates 1996: h~p://~.census.~ov~hes/~/saipe/stcty/estimate.htm/
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Table EJ.1B. Population by Race 1990 and 1996

REGION COUNTY YEAR TOTAL WHITE HISPANIC ASIAN/PACIFIC BLACK AMERICAN INDIAN
ISLANDER ESKIMO/ALEUTi San Fransisco ALAMEDA 1990 1284825 682947 183577 187527 223994 6780

San Fransisco ALAMEDA 1996 1365041 654915 2177191 244361 241363 6683
Sacramento AMADOR 1990 30284 25418 2539, 201 1665 461
Sacramento AMADOR 1996 32925 27833 2738 216 1666 472

I Sacramento BUTTE 1990 183074 159074 13732 5066 2255 2947
Sacramento BUTi’E 1996 196522 167481 16263 ~ 7016 2555 3207
San Joaquln CALAVERAS 1990 32301 29614 1714 i 187 180 ¯ 606
San Joaquin CALAVERAS 1996 36881 33658 2102 215 199 707

i Sacramento COLUSA 1990 16355 10145 5504 321 81 304
Sacramento COLUSA 1996 18197 10362 7084 ! 353 80 318
San Fransisco CONTRA-CO~;TA 1990 807608 562840 92310 74784 73224 4450
"San Fransisco CONTRA COSTA 1996 877965 582836 . 113708 95622 81024 4775
KMZCal DEL NORTE 1990 24135 18918 2479 438 869 1431

i KMZCal DEL NORTE 1996 r 27527 21240 3096 614 1002: 1575
Sacramento EL DORADO 1990 127396 114347 8933 2331 581 1204

-° Sacramento EL DORADO 1996 144710 127884 11619 3077 694 1436
San Joaquin FRESNO 1990 673608! 342145 239541 55213 31609 5100

I San Joaquin FRESNO 1996 769709 358592 290741 77260 36670 6446
Sacramento GLENN 1990 24856 18489 5016 773 131 447
Sacramento GLENN 1996 26699 18664 6282 1142 133 478
’KMZCal HUMBOLDT 1990 119500 105055 5044 2271 936 6194
KMZCal HUMBOLDT 1996 125100 107953 6137 3056 1075 6879

i, Tulare KERN 1990 549531 345148 154397 15133 29177 5676
Tulare KERN 1996 624092 370427 192164 19026 35930 6545
Tulare KINGS 1990 102238 55172 34940 3419 7800 907

I
Tulare KINGS 1996 115774 58906 42490 4336 9046 996
San Joaquin MADERA 1990 89349 53808 30968 1087 2321 1165
San Joaquin VIADERA 1996 110298 62583 40769 1443 4280 1223
San Francisco MARIN 1990 230155 194728 18103 9111 7552 661
San Francisco MARIN 1996 239630 196741 22959 11181 8146 603

i ,San Joaquin MARl POSA 1990 14529 13005 697 113 120 594
San Joaquin MARIPOSA 1996 15965 14324 839 125 127 550
Mendocino MENDOCINO 1990i 80908 68272 8377 868 484 2907
Mendocino MENDOCINO 1996 84817 69247 10576 1076 493 3425
San Joaquin MERCED 1990 180182 97786 58939 14393 7922 1142
San Joaquin MERCED 1996 198390 99265 70265 19292 8370 1198

, "Monterey MONTEREY 1990 357364 187307 120762 25572 21589 2134
Monterey, MONTEREY 1996 360253 173374 135719 27371 21489 2300
Sacramento NAPA 1990 111244 89825 16156 3407 1169 687

i Sacramento NAPA 1996 118949 91914 20481 4350 1460 744
Sacramento NEVADA 1990 79107 74288 3294 615 172 738

, Sacramento NEVADA 1996 87001 81171 4141 734 179 776
SacramentO PLACER 1990 174979 154578 14100 3705 988 1608

I
Sacramento PLACER 1996 209167 183066 17959 5057 1378 1707
Sacramento SACRAMENTO 1990 1049010 727447 122959 93594 95034 9976
Sacramento SACRAMENTO 1996 1132189 747483 143976 118307 110702 11721
San Francisco SAN FRANCISCO 1990 727873 338958 101687 207969 76615 2644
San Francisco SAN FRANCISCO 1996 768263 322025 117965 245421 77163 2689
San JOaCluin i SAN JOAQUIN 1990 483817 284700 113743 56578 24984 3812
San Joaquin I SAN JOAQUIN 1996 533177 296065 132801 72313 28112 3886
Monterm/ SAN LUIS OBISPO 1990 217944 177031 29122 5783 4351 1657
Montere~t SAN LUIS OBISPO 1996 230691 185135 32854 6412 4641 1649

i San Francisco SAN MATEO 1990 651401 392594 115780 106670 34007 2350
San Francisco SAN MATEO 1996 698042 384038 143784 133592 33909 2719
San Francisco SANTA CLARA 1990 1504402 872210 317288 255357 52860 6687
San Francisco SANTA CLARA 1996 1638352 852363 377370 344539 i 58453 5627
.Tdnit~ SHASTA ...... 1990, .448477 .-135387 --- 574-2 ...... 26551 1047 3646

i Tdni~ !SHASTA 1996 161688 145738 7099 3714 1154 3983
Sacramento SOLANO 1990 344116 209752 46217 41216 44457 2474
Sacramento SOLANO 1996 372493 213768 54433 50835 50889 2568
San Francisco SONOMA 1990 390225 329156 41758! 10354 5288 3669
San Francisco SONOMA 1996 424481 348390 52705 13100 6334 3952
San Joaquin STANISLAUS 1990 375089 254519 82327 18554 6208 3481
San Joaquin STANISLAUS 1996 418455 280419 101408 24899 7746 3983
Sacramento SUTTER 1990 64967 = 46597 10726 5826 989 829

I I Sacramento SUTTER 1996 .74591 51389 13502 7557 1254 879
Sacramento TEHAMA 1990 49851 43243 .5188 325 246 649
_Sacramento TEHAMA 1996 ,54353 46224 6605 353 303 868

I Source; Historicaland Projected population tables: http://arano.dof.ca.gov/html/Demograp/druhpar.htm 1~1
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Table EJ-1B. Population by Race 1990 and 1996

/ ASIAN/PACIFIC AMERICAN INDIANREGION COUNTY YEAR TOTAL WHITE HISPANIC BLACKISLANDER ESKIMO/ALEUT
Tdnity TRINITY’ 1990 13021 11843 431 99 ! 53 !

645595Trinity TRINITY 1996 , 13328 12037 481 106= 591
Tulare TULARE 1990 313999 171547 122218 12653 4345 3236
Tulare , TULARE 1996 353645 178433 149999 16972 4924~ 3317
San Joaquin I TUOLUMNE. 1990 48647 42150 3726 362 1532 877
San Joaqutn TUOLUMNE 1996 51583 44845 4014 39~) 1540 794
Sacramento YOLO 1990 "141504 97227 28360 .11569 2984 1364
Sacramento YOLO 1996 152535 100851 32709 13914 3306 1755
Sacramento YUBA 1990 58776 43359 6811 4727 2342 1537
Sacramento YUBA 1996 60575 42930 7777 6293. 2319 1256

!
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Table EJ-2. Income and Pover~ Estimates (Ordered by Percent in Poverty in

i Descending Order

Median Income I Percent In Pove.... �0.unW ................................................................................. rtyl
Tulare 25935 28.2! ----------Memed 27125 25.9
Fresno ~ ~ . 25.2
~ 24960

| " .
~ 28337 22.3
Madera 31644 20.8
Kern 32183 20.6
Del Norte 28103 19.6
Butte 28229 19
Glenn 26293 18.7
iSan Joaquin 33339 18.7

!i, iTehama 26314~ -=-~

i Stanislau. -..s
Colusa ~_
;Humboldt _ 284681
Trini_. ty _ = ~1~,~~

,

Mendocino ! 16.9¯
California i ~ ’

i Monterey_ . ~ ., ."
Shasta

Sacramento 36642 15,6I Yolo 35620 15.5i
USA 34076 13.8
iadP0Sa 29339 ~ 13.4i

I

SantaCruo’ z...
"~~

San Lu!s ~bisp0 35683! . 13.2
Tuolumne
~an Francisco

~
37854\ - - Z31

Alameda 44653 ! 11.3
Calaveras 32696!. 11.3
Amador .35647~ 9.6
Solano ’ 4536~1~ 9.5
Nevada i 37113! 9.4

ISonoma ~ 41016~ 9.4
-’~ ~anta Clara 53490! 9.1

N~apa 8.5~ 413784~t, El Dorado 8,342658i
Contra Costa 53055~ 7.9

i ...... Placer ..... z1:6687}" .................7.6

~arin , 53266! , , " r’,"l,,, 6"~4

Source: Model Based Income and Poverty Estimates 1996: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/saipe/stcty/estimate.html
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 67.83 13.99 0.00 3.50 14.69 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 11.49 85.28 0.00 - 1.50 1.07 0.64

Horticultural specialty farmers 8.20 83.61 8.20 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.001 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, .farms, except horticultural 21.21 77.13 0.00~ .     0.00 1.65 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 0.00 0.00 0~00 100.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation Workebs 100.00 0.00 0.00 ~. 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 60.53 36.84 0.00 2.63 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

I Supervisors, related agricultural 17.39 82.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 4.00 78.22 0.00 17.78 0.00 0.00

Total 27.30 66.86 0.12 2.01 2.78 0.93

Calaveras .~mimal caretakers, except farm 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessel~. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 31.65 68.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 11.54 88.46 0.00 0.00 ¯ 0.00 0.00

Fishers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 9.77 84.21 0.00 6.02 0.00 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 10.00 90.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms ~ 0.00 100.00. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers : 0.00 10~.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and loggir~.g workers 0.0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ’ 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 6.48 i" 93.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 11.72 86.67 0.00 1.62 0.00 0.00
Colusa Animal caretakers, except farm 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing.vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 77,73 20.32 0.00 0.75 0.00 1.20

Farmers, except horticultural 6.29 89.74 0.00 1.99 1.32 0.66
Fishers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00.

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 96~23~ 3.77 .0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 18.63 64.71 0.00 0,00 16.67 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

i Managers, farms, except horticultural 30.04 64.20 0~00 0.00 2.88 2.88

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
http://govinfo.library.orst.edu/ 155
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleu.t Islander Race

Managers, horticultural specialty farms ’ " 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Ma~ine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 57.94 42.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sdpervisors, f~restry and logging workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 100.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0~00 0.00

Total 58.47 38.33 0.00, - 0.74 1.30 1.16

Contra Costa Animal caretakers, except farm 7.24 87.17 0.00 0,00 5~59 0.00

Captains and’ ~ther officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 0.00 -- 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers " 73~22 1&21 1.06 0.00 7.52 0.00

Farmers, except horticultttral 16.12 78.96 0.00 2.73 2.19 0.00

Fishers 12.50 87.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

i Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 90.24 9.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 43.87 42.40 5.84 0.86 7.02 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 24.49 72.45 0.00 0.00 3.06 0.00

Hunters and trappers ’ 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Iv~anagers, farms, except horticultural 22.06 74.021 0.00 0.00 3.92 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 50.001 50.00 0.00 0.00! 0.00 ’ 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 86.76 13.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 15:49 84.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00!

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 17.77 77.66 0.00 0.00 2.03 2.54!

Timber cutting and logging occupations 52.22 47.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 41.17 49.17 3.29 0.641 5.57 0.17

Del Nort~ Animal caretakers, except farm 0.00 . 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and o~er officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00" 0.00

Farm workers ’ 66.96 30.43 0.00 2.61 0.00 0.00

Farmers, ~except horticultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 !

Fishers 0.00 96.25 0.00 3.75 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except, logging 0.00 61.90 0.00 38.10 0.00 0.00

Graders and so~ers, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 9.20 87.36 0.00 3.45 0.00 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors# agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00[ " 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except hdrticultural 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00’ 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 68.75 31.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File.. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations: ~
156 http:llgovinfo.library.orst.edul
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed byOccupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County O~cupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Timber cutting and logging occupations 0.00 83.55 0.00 16.45 0.00 0.00

Total 20.00 73.13 0.00 . 6.87 0.00 0.00

El Dorado Animal caretakers, except farm 0.001 ¯ 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 32.74 67.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 3.21 91.03 0.00 0.00 .5.77 0.00

Fishers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry worke~, except logging ’ ’ ~ 0.00 " 81..36 0.00 . ¯ 18.64 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 10.79 88.31 0.00 0.00 0.90 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 43.24 56.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

I Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

~ Inspectors, agricultural products 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ~0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 29.23 70.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00~ 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervis.ors, related agricultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 20.00 76.74 0.00 3.26 0.00 0.00

Total 16.53 81.13 0.00 1.36 0.98’ 0.00

Fresno Animal Caretakers, except farm 7.56 89.33 0.00 0.00 3.11 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 91.13 6.55 0.29 0.10 1.60 0.33

Farmers, except horticultural 15.38 72.81 0.26 0.26 11.30 0.00

Fishers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 15.63 51.56 18.75 14.06 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products ¯ 91.00 4.85 0.59 0.17 3.38 0.00

~ Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 54.96 35.92 1.61 0.21 7.30 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 34.22 55.61 0.00 0.00 .10.16 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspec[ors, agricultural products 32.08 67.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 48.29 44.55 0.00 0.00 7.16 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 20.00 80.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers . I00.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 73.23 23.91 ! 0.61 0.00 1.36 0.89

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 36.08 63.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 22.11 64.32 9.05 4.52 0.00 0.00

Total . ’ 76.02 19.59 0.51 0.17 3.46 0.24

Glenn Animal caretakers, except farm 29.03 70.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 71.33 28.67 ¯ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 5.11 93.83 0.00 0.00 1.06 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File: Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
http:llgovinfo.library.orst.edul 157
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian ¯% Asian Pacific % Other

County                    Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race
Fishers ’                   0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 53.85 46.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 78.38 13.51 0.00 2.70 5.41 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 46.39 42.27 0.00 5.15 6.19 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¯ 0.00

Inspector~, agricultural products " .0.00 0.00 0.00 " " 0.00 ¯. 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 20.48 79.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 100.00 ¯ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00~ 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 31.11 68.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 25.00 45.83 0.00 29.17 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 47.86 50.62 0.00 0.71 0.8! 0.00

Humboldt Animal caretakers, except farm 7.95 92.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels i 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 18.56 75.45 0.00 5.79 0.20~ 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 0.00 94.43 0.00 1.11 4.46 0.00

Fishers 0.67 91.28 0.00 8.05 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 9.05 87.44 0.00 3.52 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters~ agricultural products 0.00 89.29 0.00 10.71 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 5.82 82.86 0.00 6.99 4.33 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunter~ and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 0.00 96.61 0.00 3.39 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 92.8.6 0.00 7.14 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0:00

Nursery workers 0.00 92.75 0.00 7.25 0.00 0.00

SupervisOrs, farm workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 87.01 0.00 12.99 ¯ 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural ~ 0.00 92.86 0.00 7.14 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 2.01 84.06 0.00 13.93 0.00 0.00

Total 5.24 85.50 0.00 7.61 1.64 0.00

Kern Animal caretakers, except farm 13.85 77.31 2.31 &54 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 68.75 31.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Farm workers 83.83 7.33 0.53 0.26 7.74 0.30

Farmers, except horticultural 16.88 73.42 0.00 1.36 8.34 0.00

Fishers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 ¯ 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 88.97 3.68 1.98 0.00 4.94 0.43

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 51.14 42.21 1.92 1.22 3.06 0.44

Horticultural specialty farmers 20.00 80.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
158 http://govinfo.library.orst.edu/
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Inspectors, agricultural products 35.56 64.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 56.30 40.91 0.00 ’0.68 1.69 0.42

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 96.79 3.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 80.57 16.59 2.84 0.00 0.001 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 65.02 29.72 0.32 0.84 4.11 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supe.rvisors, related agricultural " 28:16 50.57 21’.26 0.00. 0.00 0~’00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 43.84 35.62 20.55 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00

Total 74.76 17.22 1.02; 0.471 6.23 0.30

Kings Animal caretakers, except farm 28.95 71.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 \ 0.00 0~00

Farm workers 81.77 17.36 0.33 0.22 0.33 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 11.07 87.48 1.45 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fishers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products ~ 95.48 1.61 0.00 0.00 2.90 0.00

G’roundskeepers and gardeners, ex,cept 55.11 39.77 4.26 0.00 0~85 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 0.00 0.0~ 0.00 0.00 ’ 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 52.38 47.62 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 31.83 65.92 0.00 0.00 2.25 0.00

Managers~ horticultural specialty farms 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 76.87 ~ 23.13. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0~00 0.00, 0.00 ’~.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 100.00! 0.00 0.00 0~00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 0.001 ¯ 100.00! 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 69.67 28.85 0.79 0.14 0.56 0.00

Madera . Animal careta.kers, except farm 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 89.50 9.85 0.36 0.19 0.10 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 11.62 86.41 0.00 0.42 1.54 0.00

Fishers~ 42.86 57.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural.products 79.56 6.93 0.00 0.00 13.50 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 43.07 56.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 60.32 38.06 0.00 0.00 1.62 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0o00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ’ 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 81.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.18 0.00
i Supervisors, farm workers 72.69 27.31 0.0~.

¯
0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispa~nic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 20.00 80.00 i 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 0.00 50.44! 0.00 49.56 0.00 0.00

~Total 72.57 25.15i
0.24 1.06 0.98 0.00

Marin Animal caretakers, except farm 9.57 90.43 ! 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

captain~, and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers .51.251 39.78 5.38 0.00 3.58 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 5.88 94.12 0~00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fishers 47.22 52.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging "~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.001 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 34.40 62.93 1.82 0.00 0.85 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers . 13~10 86.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers ° 0.00 0~00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 22.96 77.0~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms ¯ 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 27.78 72.22 0.00 0.00 0.00

Sdpervisors, farm workers’ 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 20.54 79.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 26.09 73.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 29.56 68.01 1.55 0.00 0.87 0.00

Mariposa Animal caretakers, except farm " 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 0.00 86.67 0.00 13.33 0.00 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

i Fishers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 73.91 0.00 26.09 0.00 0.00
i Graders’and ~orters,’agricultural products 0.00 ’ " 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¯ 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 0.0( 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Superviso. rs, fa.rm workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00. 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricu|tural 0.00 ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

~Timber cutting and logging occupations 0.00 100.00’ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 94.31 0.00 5.69 0.00 0.00

Mendocino Animal caretakers, except farm 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: Califomia Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander _ Race

Farm workers 70.80 27.00 0.00 0.23 1.97 0.00

’Farmers, except horticultural 3.08 96.92 0.00 ’ 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fishers 20.32 78.09 0.00: 1.59 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging ’ 12.82 87.18 0.0~I 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00

Groundskee.pers and gardeners, except 12.30 80:94 1.02 5.74 0.00 0.00

~orticultural specialty farmers 0.00 75.76 0.00 24.24 "" 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers. 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 42.86 57.14 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 61.18 38.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00! 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agriCultural 0.00! 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 18.47 75.88 1.37 3.05 0.00 1.22

Total 31.98 64.84 0.44 1.95 0.53 0.25
Merced Animal caretakers, except farm " 25.56 74.44i 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 77.34 19.55 0.36 0.13 1.92 ° 0.71

Farmers, except horticultural 18.28 77,75 0.00 0.52 3.45 .0.00

Fishers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 50.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 85.12 6.35 1.51 0.84 6.19 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 53.74 39.46 2.59 0.68 3,54 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 71.43 28.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 47.62 0.00 0.00 52.38 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 43~82 47.83 0.00 1.41 5.53 1.41

ManagerS~ horticultural spe.ci.’alty farms 0.0.0 ¯ 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 85.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.29 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 60.36 36.76 0.00 0.00 2.87 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 69.57 0.00 30.43 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 41.46 34.15 0.00 0.00 24.39 0.00

Total 63.14 32.44 0.46 0.41 3.02 0.52

Monterey Animal caretakers, except farm 7.18 92.[~2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 ’ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 94.77 2.64 ~.16 0.14 2.01 0.28

Farmers, except horticultural 26.38 72.39 0.00 0.00 1.23 0.00

Fishers 8.06 72.18 0.00 0.00 19.76 0.00

~ Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 94,66 0.63 0.00 0.00 4.72 0.00

’ Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 37.91 50.21 2.26 0.77, 8.85 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian %Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Horticultural specialty farmers 35.96 29.21 0.00 0.00 34.83 0.00

H~nters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0O

Inspectors, agricultural products 78.57 18.57 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 42.83 46.68 0.00 0.00’ 10.49 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms .51.61 17.74 0.00 0.00 30.65 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00

Nursery workers 78.93 6.13 0.00 0.00 1~.60 1.33

’ . Supervisors, farm workers 81.47 i0.62: 0.90 2.49 4:52 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 27.39 50.96 5.10 0.00 16.56 0.00

I Timber .c~tting and logging occupations 42.11 48.68 0.00 9.21 0.00 0.00

Total 81.66 13.40 0.37 0.30 4.08 0.20

Napa Animal caretakers, except farm 31.34 67.16 0.00 0.00 1.49 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing Vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 91.16 8.84 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 13.55 86.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fishers 14.71 85.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

: Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 44.17 51.65 0.00 3.13 1.04 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 42.81 54.52 0.00 0.00 2.68 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ’ 0.00

Nursery workers 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 65.95 34.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, rela.ted agricultural 0.00 91.38 0.00 8.62 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 70.83 29.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 63.22 35.47 0.00 0.78 0.54 0.00

Nevada Animal caretakers, except farm 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 26.92 68.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.62

Farmers, except horticultural 7.02 92.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fishers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 0.00 97.20 . 0.00 2.80 0.00 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 0.00 100.00 0.00, 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms ~. 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00 0.00

Source: Califomia Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations: ~
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Nursery workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 6.72 86.55 0.00 6.72 0.00 0.00

Total 5.25 92.39 0.00 1.75 0.00 0.62

Placer I Animal caretakers, except farm 13.07 86.93 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains a.nd other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 33.74 59.27 0.00 0.00 2.13 4.86

Farmers, except horticultural 3.17 93.14 0.00 0.00 3.69 0.00

Fishers 0.00 100.00 ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 100.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 ~ 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 20.21 69.60 0.46 3.04 6.69 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 24.39 75.611 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 31.43 68.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00! 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 100.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 100.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 : 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 91.14 0.00 0.00 8.86 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 6.85i 79.45 0.00 13.70 0.00 0.00

Total 17.88 75.62 0.16 1.61 3.87 0.86

Sacramento Animal caretakers, except farm 16.05 77.37 0.00 6.58 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0;00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers ’ 62.08 24.29 3.30 0.83 9.50 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 2.16 92.11 0.00 0.51 5.22 0.00

Fishers 0.00 93.44 6.56 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 ~0.00 ’ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products ¯ 51.78 21.92 4.11 4.11 18.08 0.00

Grotmdskeepers and gardeners, except 33.48 52.04 5.21 1.60 7.35 0.32

Horticultural specialty farmers 29.70 56.36 3.64 0.00 10.30 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 33.33 .66.67 ’0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 25.20 62.60 0.00 0.00 12.20 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 26.32 55.26 0.00 0.00 18.42 0.00
Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 65.09 23.58 0.00 0.00 11.32 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 44.22 55.78 0.00 0.00: 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 13.27 81.55 1.29 0.00 3.88 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 0.00 95.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00

Total " 34.09 53.20 3.49 1.44 7.56 0.221

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

San Francisco Animal caretakers, except farm . 26.83 69.11 0.00 0.00 4.07 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm worke~ 71.99 10.64 7.09 0.00 8.16 2.13

Farmers, except horticultural 18.92 62.16 0.00 0.00 18.92 0.00

Fishers 14.08 77.46 0.00 0.00 8.45 0.00

Forestry w.orkers, except logging I 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 59.42 ¯8.70 14.49 " " 0.00 .. . 17.39 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 27.39 ~53.831 7.50 0.24 11.05 ¯ 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 27.69 72.31 ~ 0.00 ¯ 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0( . 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, .agric~. tural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00! 0.00

Managers,~ farms, except horticultural 19.67 59.02 0.00 0.00 21.31 0.00

. Managers, horticultural specialty farms 63.64 36.36 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Marine life cultivation workers 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0’.00

Nursery workers 67.65 32.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00

Supewisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00’ 0.00i 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural, 48.65 51.35 0.00 0.00 0.00!1 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occul~ations 0.00 33.33 38.89 ~ 0.00 27.78 0.00

Total 34.75 48.42 6.12 0.14 10.29 0.28

San ~oaquin Animal caretakers, except farm 20.56 79.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 79.94 12.84 0.30 0.21 6.58 0.12

Farmers, except horticultural 7.36 87.03 0.00 1.22 4.39 0.00

Fishers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 i00.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 64.84 10.19 2.25 0.00 22.72 0.00

and gardeners, except 44.91 44.15 4.77 0.80 4.97 0.40Groundskeepers
Horticulturai specialty farmers 8.70 78.26 1’3.04! 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 69.77 30.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 3~.00 56’.32 0.00 0.00 9.68 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 58.33 41.67 0.00! 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 42.25 49.30 0.00 0.00 8,45 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 54.75 38.75 0.00 0.00 6.50 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and’logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 34.02 65.98 0.’~0 0.00 0.00 0.00
~̄ T~unber cutting and l~gging occupations’ 40.00 26.15 0.00 4.62 .29.23 0.00

Total 59.70 31.22 1.05 0.39 7.52 0.12

San Luis Obispo " Animal caretakers, except farm 5.26 93.30 0.00 1.44 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 73.33 0.~0 26’.67 0.00 0.00

!Farm workers 68.54 28.94 0.47 0.00 ¯ 2.05 0.00

’Farmers, except horticultural 12.32 80.07 0.00 ...... 0.90 6.72 0.00

. Fishers 8.99 83.07 0.00 7~94 ’ 0.00 ’0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0100 0.00 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File.Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations: ~
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 46.00 54.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 18.65 78.50 0.69 1.04 1.12 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 41.03 58.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultur.al 33.40 59.56 0.00 0..00 7.04 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 42.86 57.14 0.00 0.00 ’ 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0:00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 45.00 55.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 46.06 48.48 0.00 0.00 5.45 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 29.11 70.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 58.82 41.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 35.42 60.49 0.31 0.88 2.91 0.00

San Mateo Animal caretakers, except farm 7.91 69.96! 8.30 0.00 13.83 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 82.89 14.55 0.58 0.00 1.98 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 22.70 72.43 i 2.70 0.00 2.16 0.00

Fishers 0.00 84.21 0.00 0.00 15.79 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 74.19 25.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 59.99 29.32 1.69 0.00 8.79 0.21

Horticultural specialty farmers 10.64 65.25 0.00 0.00 24.11 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00i 0.00! 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 42.42 35.15 0.00 4.85 17.58 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 17.65 58.82 0.00 0.00 23.53 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0~00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 93.97 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.03 0.00

Supervisors, farm wgr.kers 75.00 25.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00!

Super~iisors,.forestry and logging workers 0.00 ’. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 56.21 45.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 76.06 23.94 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.001

Total 58.10 32.04 1.54 0.14 8,05 0.12

Santa Clara Animal caretakers, except farm 10.91 80.61 2.02 2.63 2.83 1.01

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ~ 0.0~ 0.00

Farm workers 84.20 11.65 0.61 0.28 3.25 0.00I
Farmers, except horticultural 17.72 ’61.02 0.00 0.00 21.26 0.00

Fishers 7.14 69.05 0.00 0.00 23.81 0.00

Forestry workers, except 16gging 83.72 0.00 0,.00 0.00 16.28 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 89.38 3.70 0.00 0.00 . 6.91 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except ¯ 57.35 29.53 1.44 0.16 11.37 0.15

Horticultural specialty farmers 20.36 65.82 0.00: 0.00 13.82 0.00

, Htmters and trappers 0.00 100.00 0.00~ 0.00 0.00 0.00

i Inspectors, agricifltural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Managers, farms, except horticultural 46.26 37.95 0.00 "0.00 13.30 2;49

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing ahd Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

No.n-H~spanic
County Occupation %Hispanic % % ’ % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 54.81 25.19 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0’.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 68.44 19.77 8.00 0.00 11.79 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 75.53 16.49 0.00 0.00 7.98 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 .0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Superviso .rs, related agricultural 28.74 64.85 0.00 0.00 6.41 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 34.04 19.15 " 0.00 19.i5 27.66 0.00
¯ Total 57.42 31.05 1.00 0.32 10.02 0.20

Santa Cruz Animal caretakers, except farm 12.12 87.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 1Q0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

..... Farm Workers 91.99 5.55 0.00 0.00 2.29 0.17

Farmers, except horticultural 39.68 53.87 0.00 0.00 6.45 0.00

Fishers 53.27 46.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0O

Forestry workers, except logging 16.67 83.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 93.89 3.82 0.00: 0.00 2.29 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 29.30 64.38 0.46! 2.05 3.81 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 7.69 92.31 0.00! 0.00 0,00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0’.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 100.00 0.00 0.00’ 0.00 0.00 ~ .0.00

Mahagers, farms, except horticultural 51.50 39.82 ~.00 0.00 8.68 0.0"0
I Managers, horticultural specialty farms 34.15 21.95 0.00 0.00 43.90 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0’.00 0.00

Nursery workers 92.36 7.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 69.38 13.57 0.00 0.00 17.05 0.00

Supervisors, forestry’and logging workers 0.001 100.00 0.00 0.00 0’.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 17.24 82.761 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 15.00: 78.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.00

Total 70.65 25.27 0.08 0.37 3.45 0.18

Shasta Animal Ca.retakers, except farm 0.00 100.00! 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels ¯ 0.00 100.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Farm wobkerg" 21.13 . 65.98 0.00 5.67 7.22 0~00

Farmers, except horticultural ¯ 2.27 97.73 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fishers 25.00 75.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 13.33 86.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 5.45 92.18 0.00 1.27 L09 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.’~0 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.0(~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 4.44 75.56 0.00 20.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0~00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00
Nursery workers 0.00 41.67 0.00 0.00 58.33. 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 23.08 76.92 0.00 0.00 ’0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 95.3i 0.00 4.69 0.00 0.00 !

Superviso~f related agricultural 0.00. 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00’ 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations: ~
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other

County Occupation " %Hispanic Wl~ite Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race
Timber cutting and logging occupations 4.20 87.61 0.00 6.72 1.47 0.00

Total 8.09 85.45 0.00 4.23 2.23 0.00

Solano Animal caretakers, except farm 0.00 96.97 0.00 3.03 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 77.51 15.07 4.04 0.98 2.40 0.00

Farmers, ex.cept horticultural 14.03 82.99 0.00 . 0.00 2.99 0.00

Fishers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 "" 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, excep~ logging 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 76.80 3.20 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 33.67 46.12 8.22 0.31 11.28 0.39

Horticultural specialty farmers 18.92 33.78 9.46 0.00 37.84 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 38.18 56.36 0.00 0.00 5.45 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 46.38 31.88 21.74 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¯ 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 28.57 33.33 0.00 0.00 38.10 0.00

I Supervisors, farm workers 36.59 63.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 26.02 54.47 .13.82 0.00 5.69 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 54.55 45.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 43.77 42.71 5.33 0.50 7.54 0.15
Sonoma Animal caretakers, except farm 10.85 89.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 70.16 27.80 0.46 0.83 0.74 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 6.34 93.04 0.00 0.00 0.62 0.00

Fishers 7.35 92.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Forestry workers, except logging 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 100.00 ~.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 38.29 55.85 0.47 1.44 3.96 0.00

Horticultural specialty farm.ers. 12.3.2 ¯ 76.85 0.00 0.00 10.84 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 34.64 64.65 0.71 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 32.20 67.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 58.77 41.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 45.39 54.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging work6rs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 11.20 88.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00.

Timber cutting and logging occupations 23.38 62.69 .0.00 9.45 0.00 4.48

Total 40.64 56.09 0.33 1.04 1.77 0.12

Stanislaus Animal caretakers, except farm 10.14 89.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Farm workers 70.35 26.70 0.00 0.48 2.34 0.13:

Farmers, except horticultural ~" 8.57 90.72 0.00 0.00 0.71 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File.Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic

County                   Occupation %Hispanic % % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other
White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Fishers 40.001 60.00 0.00 O.001 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 46.15 53.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 71.51 20.81 0.00 0.84 6.84 0.00

Grotmdskeepers and gardeners, except 36..22 53.99 3.21 0.00 5.81 0.78

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 84.13 0.00 6.35 9.52 0.0O

Hunters and trappers 0.00’ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 47.73 52.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 27.47 69.30 0.00 1.53 1~71 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00’ 0.00

Nursery ,workers 79.12 20.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 54.64 42.99 0.00 1.82 0.55 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers ~ ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 21.10 61.47 0.00 12.84 4.59 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 50.91 45.37 0.33 0.69 2.57 0.14

Sutter Animal caretakers, except farm 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 46.27 16.32 0.00 0.27 37.13 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 4.12 65.73 0.00 1.30 28.85 0.00

Fishers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 77.33 3.49 0.00 0.00 19.19 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 26.97 50.56 0.00 5.99 16.48 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 46.15 53.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

. Inspectors, agricultural products . 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 21.79 63.21 0.00 0.00 15.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0o00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

!Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

’Nursery workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 17.65 61.18 4.71 5.88 10.59 0.00

!Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 44.19 55.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations . 37.50 62.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 37.67~ 31.05 0.11 0.92 343.24 0.00

Tehama i Animal caretakers, except farm 17.54 82.46 0.00 0~00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 48.98 49.~’2 ’ 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.47

Farmers, except horticultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

!Fishers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 44.44 50.00 0.00 5.56 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 59.46 40.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 26.74 66.86 0.00 3.49 2.91 0.00

Horticultural spedalty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic

County Occupation %Hispanic % % % American Indian % ~sian Pacific % Other
White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural’ 24.11 72.77, 0:00 0.00 3.13 0.00

Managers, horticultural spedalty farms 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery ~workers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 33.85 66.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and l’ogging workers 0.00 82.6~ 0.00 17.39 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, rel.ated ag-dcultural 0.00 "100.00’ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

er cutting’and logging occupations ’Timb 32.85 62.82 0.00 ~.33 0.00 0.00

Total 29.52 68.40 0.00 1.18 0.76 0.14

Trinity Animal caretakers, except farm 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 ’ 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 0~00 76.60 0.00 23.40 0.00 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ’ 0.00

Fishers 0.00 100.00 0.~ 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 9.09 81.82 0.00 9.09 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0~00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 16.00 84.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Horticultural spedalty farmers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural. 0.00 ~ 100.00 0.00 .0.00 0.00 0.00

l~Ian~gers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and lo~ging workers 19.35 80.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 ¯ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 4.48 81.61 0.00 i3.90 0.00 0.00

Total 6.89’ 83.46 0.00 9.65 0.00 0.00

Tulare           Animal caretakers, except farm                 16.77    81.99    0.00     ’ ’          1.24           0.00      0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 83.95 12.48 0.07 0.10 3.29 0.11

Farmers, except horticultural 15.69 77.59 0.00 0.20 6.52 0.00

Fishers ~ 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 82.35 0.00 0.00 17.65 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 80.44 14.66 0.00 0.74 3.83 0.33

Groundskee, p. ers and gardeners, except 48.55 48.09 0.66 0.53 1.91 0.26

Horticultural specialty farmers 32.00 42.00 0.00 26.00 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 50.88 49.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 38.74 52.56 0.00 1.17 7.53 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 100.00, 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery w0rke~s 81.42 13.27 0.~0 ’ ’ 0.00 5.31 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers" 67.33 26.98 ’0.00 1.40 3.63 0.66

Source: Califomia Equal Employment Opportunity File..Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race
Non-Hispanic

% % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other
County Occupation %Hispanic White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 100.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 38.81 61.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting an.d logging occupations 13.70 74.66 0.00 11.64 0.00 0.00

Total 71.52 24.08 0.08 0.46 3.70 0.15

Tuolunme Animal caretakers, except farm 0.00 82.86 0.00 17.14 0.00 0.00

Captains,and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 [ 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¯ 0.00

Farm workers 26.42 ¯ 66.0~ 0.00 0.00 " ¯ 7.55 . 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural~ 13.11 86,89 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fishers 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 0.00 89.87 0.00 10.13 0.00 0.00

Graders a.nd sorters, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 11.98 88.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ¯ 0.00 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Inspectors, agricultural p~pducts 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 ’ 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms ’ 0.00 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00

VIarine life cultivation workers. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

[Nursery workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

i Supervisors, farm workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

:Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 15.83 84.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 13.00 83.59 0.00 2.17 1.24 0.00

Yolo Animal caretakers, except farm 6.11 90.00 0.00 0.00 3.89 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00

Farm workers 83.15 14.44 1.31 0.26 0.85 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 9.24 83.55 0.00 0.00 7.21 0.00

Fishers 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry workers, except logging 68.75 31.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural.prbducts ~ 93.30 .6.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 33.59 56.08 0.91 2.89 6.53 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers " 0.00 85.29 0.00 0.00 14.71 0.00

Hunters and trappers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Inspectors, agricultural products 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, farms, except horticultural 21.94 66.39 0.00 0.00 11.67 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 0.00 0.00 , 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.001 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 42.86 57.14 0.00 0.00 ~ 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farmworkers 65.00 30.83 0.00 0.00 4.17 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 48.44 35.94 15.63 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 51.73 42.65 0.95 0.61 4.06 0.00

Yuba Animal caretakers, except farm 62.75 37.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
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Table EJ-3A. Percent Employed by Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

I Non-Hispanic

County Occupation %Hispanic % % % American Indian % Asian Pacific % Other
White Black Eskimo/Aleut Islander Race

Farm workers 64.621 33.38 1.23 0.77 0.00 0.00

Farmers, except horticultural 8.66 83.55 0.00 0.00 7.79 0.00

Fishers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fore~try workers, except logging 41.671 58.33] 0’.00 ’0.00 0.00 0.00

Graders and sorters, agricultural products 55.00 45.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except 26.69 59.02 0.00 7.52 6.77 0.00

Horticultural specialty farmers 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0[

Hunters and trappers ¯ 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ~.00

Inspectors, agricultural’products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0100 0.00

Managers, farms~ except horticultural 38.89 61.11 0.00 ’0.00 0.00 0.00

Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Marine life cultivation workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Nursery workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, farm workers. 26.09 58.70 0.00 4.35 10.87 0.00

Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Supervisors, related agricultural 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Timber cutting and logging occupations 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

T.ota.l 40.74 54.36 0.47 1.71 2.71 0~00

I Sou.roe: California Equal Employment Opportunity File. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
http://govinfo.library.orst.edu/ 171
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, Table EJ-3B. Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
1American

County Occupation, Total Hispanic: White Black Indian Asian Other
Pacific Islander RaceEskimo/Aleut

1
Alameda Animal caretakers, except farm 597 56 457 30 0 54

Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 674 394 170 36 16 58
Farmers, except horticultural 366 46 271 12 0 33     4 ¯
Fishers 48 0 17 25 0 6 C
Forestry workers, except logging 51 0 35 16 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 133 76 29 17 0 11
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 4149 1534 1687 468 21 439 0 ¯
Horticultural specialty farmers ¯ , 222 48 115 28 0 31
Hunters and trappers 9 i 0 9 0 0 0 O
I Inspectors, a~,~icultural products 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
, Managers, farms, except horticultural 111 5 94 7 0 i 5 0 I

, Managers, horticultural specialty farms 29 0 0 11 0 18 0 |Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 82 33 18 0 0 24 7
Supervisors, farm workers 66 25 41 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 296 95 144 10 9 38 0
Timber cutting and log~inl[ occupations ¯ 120 31 32 42 0 15 0
Total 6960 2343 3126 702 46 732 11

Amador Animal caretakers, except farm 29 0 29 0 0 0 0 []
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels~ 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 25 4 21 0 0 0 0
Farmers, except horticultural 107 10 97 0 0 0 0
Fishers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¯
Forestry workers, except log[~ing 2 ¯ 0 2 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 84 18 60 0 4 2 : 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 13 0 13 0 0 0 [ 0 ¯
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, affricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 3 0 3 0 i 0 0 0
Mana[[ers, horticultural specialty farms 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Marine life cultivation workers ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and log~in[ workers 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 1
Supervisors, related a~’icultural occupations 9 0 6 0 3 0 0 I
Timber cuttin[[ and lo[~ing occupations 57 0 44 0 13 0 0
Total 352 32 298 0 20 2 0

Butte Animal caretakers, e,xcept farm 135 0 135 0 0 0 0 1
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 17 0 0 0 0 17 0
Farm workers 1281 715, 470 0 18 52 26
Farmers, except horticultural 807 64 733 0 0 10 0
Fishers 84 i 17i 52 0 7 0 ~ 8 ¯
Forestry workers, except lolling 9 1 0 9 0 0 0 0
I Graders and sorters, a~.Tictfl, rural prgducts 143 97 20 0 5 21 0
~ Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 931 107 794 0 14 10 6
Horticultural specialty farmers 61 5 51 5 0 0 0 ¯
Hunters and trappers 8 0 8 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a[~icultural products ¯ 29 0 29 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural. 363 .... ~7 280 0 0 6 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 ¯
Marine life cultivation workers 7 7 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 0 0 0 0 0 " 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 114 69 42 0 3. 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and log[~ing workers 31 0 31 0 0 0 0 ¯
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 69 12 57 0 0 0 0
Timber cuttin[~ and log~in~ occupations 225 9 176 0 40 0 0
Total 4318 1179 2887 5 .87 120 40

Calaveras        Animal caretakers, except farm                   34        0       34     0              0             0      0     1
Source: California Equal Emp.. loyment Opportunity fite. Farming, Fishing and Forestry Occupations:
http://govinfo.library.orst.edu/
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Table EJ-3B. Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
American Asian      OtherCounty Occupation Total Hispanic White Black Indian Pacific Islander Race

Eskimo/Aleut
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

- Farm workers 79. 25 54 0 0 0 0
Farmers, except horticultural 52 6 46 0 0 0 0
Fishers 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Forestry Workers, except logging 5 0 5 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 71 0 7 0 0 0 0

,. Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 133 13 112 0 8 .0 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 6 1 3 3 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 .o 0 0
Inspectors, agricultural products 0 0 0 ,     0 0 0 0
Mana[~ers, farms, except horticultural 40 4 36 "0 0 0 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms ,.             6 0 6 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0
Nursery workers 3 0 3 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 13 0 13 .... 0 0 0 0
Supervisor, forestry and lo[~in~ workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 9 0 9 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and lob-b~g occupations 108 7 101 0 0 0 0
Total 495 58 429 0 8 0 0

Colusa .Animal caretakers, except farm 12 0 12 0 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 1329 1033 270 0 10 0 16
Farmers, except horticultural 302 19 271 0 6 4 2
Fishers 0 0 I~ 0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except loggin~ 0 0 0, 0 0. 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 53 51 2 0 0 0 0

~ i Grou~.dskeepers and gardeners, except farm 102 19 66 ! 0 ’ 01 17 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers ’ 0 0 01 0 0 i ’0 0
I Inspectors,. a~ricultural products 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 243 73 156 0 0 1 7 7
~ Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0 0 0’
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 ] 0i0 ~ 010 00 00
Nursery workers 0 0 0 0 I 0 I . 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 1’07 62 45 0 i 0 1 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 6 0 6 0 0 ! 0 0
Timber cutting and lo[~,in~ occupations 6 6 0 0 ] 0 [ 0 0
Total 2160 1263 828 0 16 28 25

Contra Costa Animal caretakers, except farm 304 22 265 0 0 17 0
Captains a.nd o.ther officers, fishing vessels 11 0 11 0 0 0 0’
Farm workers 758 555 138 8 0                         .57 0
Farmers, except horticultural 366 59 289

.00
10 ] 8 0

Fishers 48 6 42 0~ 0 0
Forestry workers, except logb, ing 28 0~ 28 0 0 0 0

Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 3132 1374’ 1328 183 27 220 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 196 48 142 0 0 6
Hunters and trappers 10 0 ~ 10 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, agricultural products 5 5 0 0 0 0" 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 204 45 ! 151 0 0 8 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms. 36. 18 18 0 0 0 0!
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nurs.ery workers 6& 59 9 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 71 11 60 0 0 0 0!
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 10 0 10 0 0 0 0

¯ Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 394 70 . 306 0 0 8 10
Timber cutting and loggin~ occupations 90~ 47 43 0 0 0 0i
Total 5813 2393 2858 191 37 324 10

Del Norte Animal caretakers, except farm 4 6’ 4 0 0 0, 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 12 0 12 0 0 0 i 0
Farm workers 115 77 35 0 3 0 0
Farmers, except horticultural. 13 0 13 0 0 0 0
Fishers 160 0 154 0 6 0 0
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Table EJ-3B. Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
Amedcan Asian      OtherCounty Occupation                 Total Hispanic White Black Indian Pacific Islander RaceEskimo/Aleut

Forestz)r workers, except log~in~ 21 0 13 0 8 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 87 8 76 0 3 0 0
Horticultural spedalty farmers .5 0 5 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers .0 0 0 ’~" 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~-icultural products 0 0 " 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 8 8 0 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers ’ 16 16 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 21 0 21 i 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and lo~n[~ workers 2. 0 2 0 i 0 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 32 22 10 0 0 0 0
Timber cuttin~ and logging occupations 152 0 127 0 25 0 0
Total 655 131 479 0 45 01 0

E1 Dorado Animal c~retakers, except farm 39 0 39 0 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels ¯ 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 223 73 150 0 0 0 0
~ Farmers, except horticultural 156 : 5 i .142 0 0 9 0
Fishers 0 0i 0 0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except log~in~ 59 i 01 48 0 11 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 0 ’ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 445 48 . 393 0 0 4 0
~Iorticultural specialty farmers 37 16 21 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 8 8 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 65 19 46 0 0 0 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 10 0 10 0 0 i 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 7 7 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and lo~’in~ workers 22 0 22 0 i’ 0 i 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 39 0 39 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and log~in~ occupations 215 43 165 0 7 0 0
Total - - 1325 219 1075 0 18 13 0

Fresno Animal caretakers, except farm 225 17 201 0 0 7 0
Captains and other officers, fishin~ vessels 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 19555 17821 1280 57 19 313 65b Farmers, except horticultural 2718 418 1979 7 7 307 0
Fishers 18 0 18 0 0 0 0

r Forestry workers, except log~in~ 64 10 33 12 9 0 0
’Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 2868 2610 "139 17 5 97 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 2851 1567 1024 46 6 208 0

L Horticultural specialty farmers 187 64 104 0 0 19 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~zicultural products                 53 17       36     0              0             0     0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 2222 1073 990 0 0 159 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 40 8 32 0 0 0 0

[ Marine life cultivation workers 9 9 0 0 0 0 0
Nurser)r workers 26 26 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 1468 1075 351 9 0 20 13
Supervisors, forestr), and4og~in~ workers 6 .... -0 . .. 6 ¯ .4) 0 0 0
Supervisors, related a~ricultural occupations 97 35 62 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and lo~ing occupations 199 44 128 18 9 0 0
Total 32613 24794 6390 166 55 1130 78

Glenn Animal caretakers, except farm
~ Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Farm workers 1015 ¯ 724 291 0 0 ¯ 0 0
Farmers, except horticultural 470 24 441 0 0 5 0
Fishers 0 0 O i    0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except lo~in~
Graders and sorters, a~-icultural products 111 87 15 01 3 6 0
Groundskeepers and ~ardeners, except farm 97 45 i 41 0 5 6 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 0
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Table EJ-3B. Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

N0n-Hispanic
American Asian      Other

County Occupation Total Hispanic White Black Indian . Pacific Islander Race
Eskimo/Aleut

E-lunters and trappers 0 ’ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~,rricultural products. 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 01

Managers, farms, except horticultural 210 43 167 0 01 0 0!

Mana[~ers, horticultural specialty farms ’7 7 0 0 0 1 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nursery workers 32 32 0 0 0 ! 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 45 14 31 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and lo~gin~ workers ~4 ’6 11 0 71 0 6

Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 32 0 32 0 0 0 0
Timber cuttinl~ and logging occupations 0 .0 0 0 01 0 0
Total 2~00 1005 1063 0 15~ 17 0

Humboldt animal caretakers, except farm 88 7 81 0 0 0 0
[Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 6 0 6 0 0 0 0
[Farm workers 501 93 378 0 29 I 1 0

Farmers, except hortic-~ltural ~59 0 339 0~
2~

16 ~
;Fishers 298 2 272 0 0 0
i Forestry workers, except lo~n~ 199 18 174 0 71 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 28 0 25 0

4~
0 0!

Groundskeepers and ~ardeners, except farm 601 35 498 0 .26 ....0
Horticultural specialty farmers 29 0 29 1 0 ~

00
0 01

Hunters and trappers 11 0 0 0 11 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 10 0 10 0 0 : 0 ~

Managers, farms, except horticultural 59 0 57 0 21 0 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 28 0 26 0 2 ! 0 . 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0’ 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers ~69 0 64 0 5 ! 0. 0
Supervisors, farm workers 17 0 17 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and log~,in[[ workers 77 0 67 0 10 0 0
Supervisors, related a~,ricultural occupations 56 0 52 0 4 0 ,0
Timber cuttin~ and logging occupations 847 17 712 0 118, 0 0
Total 3283 172 2807 0 250 54 0

Kern Animal caretakers, except farm 260 36 201 6 17 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 16 11 5 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 14961 12542 1097 80 39 1158 ~45
Farmers, except horticultural 1031 174 757 0 14 86 .0
Fishers 17 0 17 0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except lo~ging 27 0 27 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 2774 2468 102 55 0 137 12
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 2286 1169 965 44 28 70 10
Horticultural specialty farmers 55 11 44 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 45 16 ~29 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 1183 666 484 0 8 20 5

i Managers, horticultural specialty farms i56 151 5 0 0 0 ’"0
’Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery w~kers 211 170 35 6 0 0 .... 0

I Supervisors, farm workers 949 617 282 3 8 39 0
Supervisors, forestry and log~,in[ workers 8 0 8 0 0 0 0

I Supervisors, related a~ricultural occupations 174 49 88 37 0 0 0
Timber cutting and lo~n~ occupations 73 . 32 26 15 0 0 0
Total 24226 18112 4172 246 114 1510 72

Kin~s Animal caretakers, except farm 38 11 - 27 0.. 0 0 0

, Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0
Farm workers 3658 2991 635 12 8 12 0

i Farmers, except horticultural 551 61 482 8 0 0 0
l Fishers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
I Forestry workers, except lo~in[ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Graders and sorters, a~icul.tural products 310 296 5 0 0 9 0
Groundskeepers and ~ardeners, except farm ’ 352 194 140 15 0 3 ,      0
Horticultural specialty farmers . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Inspectors, agricultural products ¯ 21 0 11 10 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 355 113 234 0 0 8 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Table EJ-3B. Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hispanic
American Asian      Other

County Occupation. Total ~ Hispanic White Black Indian
I Eskimo/Aleut Pacific IslanderRace

Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 415 319 96 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, fore~try anal logging workers 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 8 0 8 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 12 0 12 0 0 0 0
Total 5720 3985 1650 45 8 32 0

Madera Animal caretakers, except farm 10 0 10 0 0 0 0
Captain~ and other officers, fishin~ vessels . 0 .0 0 0 ¯ " 0. 0 0
Farm workers 4113 3681 405 15 8 4 0
Farmers, except horticultural 714 ’ 83 617 0 3 11 0
Fishers 14 6 8 0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except logging 21 0 21 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 274 218 19 0 0 37 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 274 118~ 156 0 0 0 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 11 0 11 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 6 0 .6 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 4941 298 188 0 0 8 0
Mana[~ers, horticultural specialty farms 8 0 i 8 0 0 0 ¯
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 0
!Nursery workers 11 9 0 0 0 2 0
Supervisors, farm workers 227 165 62 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related a~’icultural occupations 25 5 20 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 113 0 57 0 56 i 0 0
Total 6315 4583 1588 15 67 62 0

Marin ~mimal caretakers, except farm 115 11 104 0 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 279 143 111 15 0 10 0i
Farmers, except horticultural 204 12 192 0 0 0 01
Fishers 72 34 38 0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except logging 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Graders and sor[ers, a~ricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 936 322 589 17 0 8 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 84 11 73 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 01
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 01
Mana[~ers, farms, except horticultural 135 31 104 0 0 0 01
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 18 0 18 0 ~ 0 1 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 36 10 26 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 16 0 16 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0i
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 112 23 89 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 46 12 34 0 0 0 ¯ 0
Total 2060 609 1401 32 0 18 0

Mariposa Animal caretakers, except farm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishin[~ vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 45 0 39 0 6 0 0
Farmers, except horticultural 23 0 23 0 0 0 0
Fishers ~ - ¯ 0 .~ 0 . 0 0[ 0 0
Forestry workers, except logging 23 0 17 0 6 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and [~ardeners, except farm 54 0 54 0 0 0 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 14 0 14 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0: 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, agricultural products 0 0 0’ ¯ 0 0 0
Mana[~ers, farms, except horticultural 17 0 17 0 0 0~ 0
Mana[~ers, horticultural spedalty farms 4 0 4 0 0 0: 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Nursery workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors~ forestry and lo~e workers 6 0 6 0 0 0 0
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Table EJ-3B. Occupation by Hispanic Origin and Race

Non-Hi~. ]~anic
American Asian      Other

County Occupation Total ’ Hispanic White Black Indian Pacific Islander ! RaceEskimo/Aleut
Capt.ains. and other officers, fishin~ vessels 0 0 0 ! 0
Farm workers 1369 1248 121 ! 0l             0             0
Farmers, except horticultural 214 29 185 0, 0 0
Fishers 34 5 29 0
Forestry worke.m., except lo~gi~g ’ 0 0 01 01 0 0 I
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products ... 13 13 0 1 0
Groundskeepers ,and [~ardener.s~ except farm 575 254 297’ 0 18 6
Horticultural specialty farmers 32 0 32 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~icultural products 12 01 12 0 0 0
I I~Ianaiers, farms, except horticultural 299 128 163 0 ¯ 0 -. 8
~ M. ana~ers, horticultural specialty farms 0 0 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nurs.ery workers 171 17 0 0 0 i 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 185 122 63 0 O 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0 0 0 0 0 i 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 58 0 53 0 S 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 24 17 7 0 0 0 0
Total .2966 1875 1052 0 23 16 0

Nevada ¯ , Animal caretak..e.rs, except farm 65 0 65 0 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 130 35 89 0 0 0 6
t~armers, except horticultural 114 8 106 0 0 ’ 0 0
Fishers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except lo~ging 27 0 27 0 0 0 0
Graders and so.rters, a[~ricultural products .0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and ~ardeners, except farm 322 0 313 0 9 0 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 47 0 47 ’b 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers . . 0 (~ 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~icultural products 0 0 0 0 0 01 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 45 - 0 45~ 0 0 0 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms .........6 0 6 0 0 0 ! 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 16 0 16 1 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm worke~. 19 0 19 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 40 0 401 0 0 .0 0
supervisors, related agricultural occupations 22 0 22 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 119 8, 10~ 0 8 " 0 0
Total 97~ 51. 898 0 17 0 6

Placer Animal ~aretakers, except farm 153 20 ’ 133 0 0 .0 0
Captains and other o. fficers, fishing vessels 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0 0
Farm wbrk~s. 329 111 195 O, 0 7 16

[Farmers, exce~ horticultural 379 12 ] 353 0 0 14 0
I is ers 0[ 9 0! 0 0 0

,, i Forestry workers, except 108ging 41 0 41 0 ! 0 0 0
I Graders and sorters, a~,ricultural products 24, 24 0 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and gard.eners, except farm 658 133 458 3 ! 20. 44 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 41 ] 10 31 0 [ 0 0 " 0

.... Hunters and trappers 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, agricultural products 7 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 3;i 1’1 24 0[ 0 0 0
Mana[~ers, horticultural specialty farms 11 .... 0 11 .. 0 [ 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers . 3 0 3 .0 1 0 0 0
Nursery w..orkers    . .. 8 0 .8 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 6 0 6 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and lo~gin~ workers 6 0 6 0 1 0 0 0

,.. Supervisors, related a~’icultural occupations 79 0 72 ~ ! 0 7 0
Timber cu ,ttin~; and lo[~gin~; occupations 73 5 58 O ~ 10, 0 0
Total_ 1862 333 1408 3 30 72 16

Sacramento Animal caretakers, except farm ,380 61 294 ,, ,, 0 25 0 0
Captains a,nd other officers, fishin~ vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 1453 902 353 48 12 138 0
Farmers, except horticultural 786 17 724 0 4 41 ’0
Fishers 61 0 57 4 0 0 0
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Non-Hispanic
American Asian      Other

County Occupation                Total Hispanic White Black Indian Pacific Islander Race
Eskimo/Aleut

Forest~ workers, excep.t, lqgging 11 0 11 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~’icultural products 365 189 80 15 15
Groundsk .eepers and gardeners, except farm 4379 1466 2279 228 701 322 14
Horticultural specialt~r farmers 165 49 93 6 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~icultural products 45 15 30 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 369 93 231 0 0

I Managers, horticultural specialty farms 38 10 21 0 0 ¯ 7 O
: Marine life cultivation workers ~3 0 13 0 .0 -. 0 0
’Nursery workers . ’ 1(~6 69 25 0 0 12 0
Supervisors, farm workers 147 65 82 "0 ’ 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and loggin~ workers 6 0 6 0 ! 0 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 309 "41 252 ! 41 0 12 0
Timber cuttin~ and lo~ng occupations 100 0 95 1 0 i 0 0 5
Total 8733 2977 4646 ’ 305 126 660 ~9

San Francisco Animal caretakers,, except farm . 123 33 85 0 0 5 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 18 0 18 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 282 203 30 20 0 23 6
Farmers, except"horticultural , 37’ 7 ! 23 0 0 7 0
Fishers 71 I 101 55 0 0 6 0
Forestry workers, except logging 6, 61 0 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 69 41 ! 6 10 0 12 0
Groundsl~eepers and gardeners, except farm 1267 347 I 682 95 3 .. 140 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 65 ! 181 47 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 . 0 0 0 0 , 0 0
Inspectors, agricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 61 12 36 0 0 13 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 22 1 14 8 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 34 23 11 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 11 0 0 0 0 11 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related a~ricultural occupations .,74 36 38 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 18 0 6 7 0 .              50
Total 2158 750 ’1045 132 3 222~ 6

San Joaquin Animal caretakers, ’except farm 214 44 170 0 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fish’.rag.vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0
Farm workers 7599 60~5 976 23 16 500 9
Farmers, except horticultural 1480 109 1288 0 18 651 0
Fishers " 31 0 31 0 0 01 0
Forestry workers, except logging 4 0 4 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~-icu!,tura.l products ¯ 1021 662 104 23 0 ~ 232 0
.Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 1993 895 880 "95 t6 99 ! 8
Hort!cultural special~ farmers 69 6 54 ... 9 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
inspectors, a~’icultural products 43 ........30 13 0 ’ 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 1147 390 646 .. 0 0 111 0
Man.agers, hor~i.’cultural specialty farms 12 7 5 6 0 " 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers "’ 71 30 35 0 0 6 0
Supervisors~ farm workers 400 219 155 0 0 26 0
Supervisors, forestry.and logging workers .. 13 -0 ..... 33 0 .. 0 0 0
Supervisors~ related agricultural occupations 97 33 64 0 0 0 0
Timber .cutting and logging occupations 130 52 34 0 6 38 0
Total 14324 8552 4472 "156 56 1077 17

San Luis Obispo Animal caretakers, except fa~n’ 209 11 195 0 3 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 30 0 22 (~ 8 . 0 0
Farm workers 1707 1170 494 8 "0 35 0

.... Farmers, e~’ce~t horticultural 893 ’ 1~0 715 0 8 60 0
Fishers 189 17 157 0 15 0 0
Forestry workers, exc~ept lo~h, ing 10 0 .      10 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~icultural products 50 23 27 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 1158 216 909 8 12 13 0
Horticultural specialW farmers 144 0 144 0 0 0 0
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Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 39 16 23 0 0 0 0
Mana[~ers, farms, except horticultural 497 166 296 0 0 35 0
Mana[~ers, horticultural specialty farms 14 6 8 1 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 i 0 0 0 0
Nursery Workers 20 9 11 ! 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 165 76 80~i 0 0 9 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 10 0 10 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related a~-icultural occupatior~s 79 23 56 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 17 10 7 0 0 0 0
Total 5231 1853 3164 16 46 152 0

San Mateo Animal caretakers, except farm 253 20 177 21 0 35 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 9 0 9 0 ! 0 0 0
Farm workers .859 712 125 5 0 17 0
Farmers,.except horticultural . 185 42 134 ’ 5 0 4 0
Fishers 114 0 96 0 0. 18 0
Forestry workers, except lo~ing 6 0 6 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 31 23 8 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and [~ardeners, except farm 3377 2026 .990 57 0 297 7
Horticultural specialty farmers 141 15 92 0 0 34 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~e~ricultural products 7 0 7 0. 0 0 0
Mana[~ers, farms, except horticultural 165 70 58 0 8 29 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 51 9 i 30 0 0 12 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 232 218 0 0 0 14 0
Supervisors, farm workers 60 45 15 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and log~,in~ workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related a~icultural occupations 153 86 67 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and lo[~in[~ occupations 71 54 17 0 0 0 0
Total 5714~ 3320 1831 88 8 460 7

Santa Clara Animal caretakers, except farm 495 : 54 399 10 13 14 S
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 ! 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 2120 : 1785 247 13 6 69 0
Farmers, except horticultural 508 90 310 0 0 108 0
Fishers 84 6 58 0 0 20 0
Forestry workers, except log[~ing 43 36 0 0 0 7 0
Graders and sorters, a[~ricultural products 405 : 362 15 0 0 28 0

, Groundskeepers and [~ardeners, except farm 6870 3940 2029 99 11 781 10
Horticultural specialty farmers 275 56 181 0 0 ¯ 38 0
Hunters and trappers 10 0 10 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~-icultural products 16 0 ¯16 0 0 0 ¯ 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 361 167 137 0 0 ’ 48 9
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 135 74 34 0 0 27 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 263 180 52 0 0 31 0
Supervisors, farm workers 188 142 31 0 ’ 0 15 0
Supervisors, forestry and lol~;in~; workers 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related a[~ricultural occupations 421 121 273 0 0 27 0
Timber cutting and loggin[~ occupations 471 16 9 0 9 ’ 13 0
Total 12241 i 7029 3801 122 39 1226 24

Santa Cruz . Animal caretakers, except farm 132 ~16 -1.16 .-.:0 .... 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishin[~ vessels 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 3444 3168 191 0 0 79 6
Farmers, except horticultural 310 123 167 0 0 20 0
Fishers 107 57 50 0 0 0! 0
Forestry workers, except log[~in[~ ’ 18 3 15 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 524 492 20 0 0 12
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 1314 385 846 6 27 50 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 65 5 60 0 ’ 0 i 0 0
Hunters and trappers .0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural pro,ducts 15 15 - 0 0 0 0. 0
Mana[~ers, farms, except horticultural 334 172 133 0 0 29 0
Managersr horticultural specialty farms 41 14 9 0 0 18 0
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Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 .0 0 ! 0 0 0
Nursery workers 550. 508 42 0 ! 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 258 179 35 0 1 0 44 0
Supervisors, forestry and lo~in~ workers 7. 0 7 01 0 0 0
Supervisors, related a~ricultural occupations 87 15 72 01 0 0 0
Timber cutting and logb, in~ occupations 100 15 78 0 i 0 0 7
Total 731.3 5167 1848 6~ 27 252 13

Shasta Animal caretakers, ~xcept farm 54 0 54 0 0 0 . 0
’ Captains an, d other officers, fi~, hing vessels 12 0 ~ 12 0 " 0 0 0
Farm workers ¯ 388 82’ 256 0 22 28 0
Farmers, except horticultural 264 61 258 0 0 0 0
Fishers 36 91 27 0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except lo~ing 60 8 52 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~,z’icultural p, roducts 4 4 0 0 0 0 ! 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 550 30 507 0 7 61 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 15 .0 15 0 0 ’01 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~ricttltural products 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 135 6 102 0 .... ,. 27 0 ..     0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 6 0 6 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery wor.kers 12 i 0 5 0 0 7 0
Supervisors, farm workers 391 9 30 .     0 0 0 ’ 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 64 0 61 0 3 0 0
Supervisors, related a~,ricultural occupations 361 0 36 0 0 ¯ 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 476 20 417 0 32 7 0
Total 2151 174 1838 0 .91 48 0

Solano Animal caretakers, except farm 132 0 128 0 4 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishin~ ves, sels 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 916 710 138 37 9 22 0

¯ , Farmers, except horticultural 335 4~’ 278 0 .... 0 10 0
Fishers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except io~’ging, 0 0 0 ’ 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~-icultural products 125 96 4 0 0 25 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 1277, 430 589 105 4 144 5

I" , ., Horticultural specialty farmers 74 14 25 7 , , 0 28 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0
Inspectors, at~ricultural products 7 0 7 0 0 0

Ī Managers, farms, except horticultural 220 84 124 0 0 12 0
Manat~ers, horticultural specialty farms 69 32 22 15 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 21 6 . 7 0 0 8 0
Supervisors, farm workers 82 ,30 52 (~ 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and lo~in~ workers 5 0 5 0 0 0 0
Supervisors,:.related a~’icul,tural occupations 123
Timber cuttin~ and log~in~ occupations 11 6 5 0 0 0 0
Total 3397 1487 1451 181 17 256 5

Sonoma, Animal chretakers, except farm 295 32 263 0 0 0 0
~aptains and other officers, fishing vessels 16 0 16 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 2158 1514 600 10 18 16 0
Farmers, except horticultural 962 61 895 0 0 6 0
Fishers ~- 68 ¯ -.5 .63 0 .... 0 0 0
Forestry workers, except lo~in~ 19 19 0 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 55 55 0 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and ~ardeners, except farm 2147 822 1199 10 31 85 0
Horticultural specialty farmers, 203 25 156 0 0 22 0
Hunters and trappers ’8 0 0 0 8 0 ,, 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 9 0 9 0 0 0 0
Manata~ers, farms, except horticultural 563 195 364 4 0 0 0
Managers,’ ho.rticultural specialty farms 59 19 40 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers I 0 0 0 ! 0 0’ 0 0
Nursery workers ¯ 114 ’67 47l 0 0! 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 152 69 83 0 0 ! 0 0
Supervisorsr forestry and logging workers 0 IJ 0 0 0 0 0
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Non-Hispanic
American Asian      Other

County Occupation Total Hispanic White Black Indian Pacific Islander RaceEskimo/Aleut
Supervisors, related.a~ricuitural occupations 250 , 28 222 0 0 0
Timber cuttin~ and logh~.ng occupations 201 47 126 0 19 0
Total 7279 2958 ¯ 4083 24 76 129

! Stanislaus Animal caretakers, except farm 148 15 133 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels O 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers ’ 5592 3934 1493 0 27 131
Farmers, except horticultural 1691 145 1534 0 0 12
!Fishers . 20 8 12 0 0 0
. Forestr~ workers, except logg;ing 26 ¯ 12 14 0 - 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~dcultural products, 716 512 149 0 6 49
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 1154 418 623 37 0 67
Horticultural specialty farmers 63 0 53 0 4 6
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 88 42 46 0 0~ 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 1114 306 772 0 17 19
Managers, horticultural specialty farms ~ 7 ’.7 0 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nurse~ ~vork~-s 91 72 ’ 19 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 549 300 236 0 10 3 0
Supervisors, forestry and, lossing workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 109 23 67 0 ¯ ~ .14 5 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 12 0 12 0 0 0 0
Total 11380 5794 5163 37 78 292 16

Sutter Animal caretakers, except farm 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishin~ vessels 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 2187 1012 3571 0 6 812 0

’ Farmers, except horticultural 461 19 303 0 6 133 0
Fishers 0 O i 0 O i . 0 0 0
Forestry, workers, except lo~ing 0 0 ~ 0 0 ! 0 0 0

, Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 17~ 133 ! 6 0 i 0 33 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 267 72 135 0 16 44 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 13 6 1 7 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 . 0 0 : 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~icultural products 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 280 61 177 0 0 42 0
Manafiers, horticultural specialty farms 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 0
Nursery workers 10 0 0 0 1 ’ 0 10 0
Supervisors, farm workers 85 15 52 4 5 9 0
~e~m-s~-~,stry and logh, ing workers 17 0 i 17 0 0 0 0

Timber Cutting and log~;ing occupation~ 32 12 20 0 0 0 0
Total 3581 1349 1112 4: 33 1083 0

Tehama Animal caretakers, except farm 57 10 47 0 0 0 0
,Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 635 311 317 0 1 0 4 3
Farmers, except horticultural 441 0 441 0 0 0 0
Fishers 9 0 9 0 0 0 0
Forestry/workers, except lo~dn~ 54 24 27 0 3 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural pro’ducts 111 66 45 0 ! 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 172 46 115 0 1 6 5 0
Horticultural specialty.-farmers "~-. 7 ...... 0 .... 7 ~ ~ O’ 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

~.. Inspectors, a~ricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 224 54 163 0 0 7 0
Managers, horticu]tural specialty farms 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 6 0 6 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 65 22 43 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forest~ and logging workers 23 0 19 0 4 0 0
!Supervisors, related a~ricultural occupations 33 0 33 0 0 0 0
Timber cuttin~ and lo~in~ occupations 277 91 174 0 12 0 0
Total 2114 624 1446 0 25 16 3

Trinity Animal caretakers~ except farm 20 0 20 0 o 0 0 0

182

C--093393
C-093393
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Captains and Other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 47 0 36 0 .11 0 ~
Farmers, except horticultural 7 0 7 0 0 0 0~ Fishers 15 0 15 0 0 0 0
Forest~" workers, except log~in~ 77 7 63 0 7 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and ~;ardeners, except farm 75 12 63 0 0 0 0
Horticultural specialty farme~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 ’ 0 0 0 0 0 0

. Inspectors, a~,ricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 13 0 13 0 0 0 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0 0 0 0 0’ 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nurse,ry workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,     0
Supervis,ors, forestry and log~n~ workers 31 6 25 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related a~ricultural occupations 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and log~in~ o.ccupations 223 10 182 0 31 0 0
Total 508 35 ~24 0 ¯ 49 0 0

~ Tulare Animal ~aretakers, except farm 161 27 132 "0 : 2 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 14 14 0 0 , ,, 0 ’0 0
Farm workers 15609 13103 1948 11 16 514 17
Farmers, except ,horticultural 1963 308 1523 0 4 128 0
Fishers 7 0 7 0 0 0 0
Forestry"workers, except logging 17 14 0 0 3 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 2429 1954 356 0 18 93 8
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 1522 739, 732 10 ...... 8’ 29. 4
Hqrticultural specialty farmers ,,, 50 16 21 0 13 ’ 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~-icultural products ~7 29 28 0 0 0 0
Mana, gers, farms, except horticultural 1368 530 719 0 16 103’ 0
Mana.gers, horticultural specialty farms. 19 19 0 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 113 92 15 0 0 6 0
Supervisors, farm workers , 1212 816 327 0 17 44 8
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 5 0 5 0 0’ ,             00
Supervisors, related a~ricultural occupatio .ns 67 26 41 0 0 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 146 20 109 0 17 0 0
Total 24759 17707 5963 21 114 917 37

Tuolumne Animal caretakers, except farm 35 0 29 0 61 0 0
Captains and other officers, fishin~ vessels 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0
Farm workers. 106’~ ¯ . 28 70 0 0, 8 0
Farmers, except horticultural 61 8 53 0 0~ .~ 0 0
Fishers 6 6 0 0 0, 0 0
Forestry workers, except lo~n~ , 79 0 71 0 8 0 0
Graders and sorters, agricultural products 20 0 20 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and ~ardeners, except farm 167 20 147 0 0 0 ’ 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 0 0 0 0 0 ¯ 0 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, a~ricultural products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 33 0 3~ 0 ,,               0 0 0
Managers, horticultural specialty.farms .,° .0 0 0 -~- 0 0 ,      0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

"’ Nursery workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, forestry and logging workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 0 0 0 0 0~ 0 0
Timber cuttin[~ a,nd logging oc, cupations i39 22 117 0 0’ 0 0
Total 646 84 540 0 14! 8 0

Yolo Animal caretakers, except farm 180 11 162 0 ! 01 7 0
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 01 0 1 0 1 0 0
Farm workers 1531 1273 221 20 I 41 13 .0
Farmers, except horticultural 541 50 452 0 1 0 39 0
i Fishers 0 0 O O I .0 0 " 0
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Forestry workers, except lo[~ging 16 11 5 0 i 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 209 195 14 0~ I 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and gardeners, except farm 658 221 369 6 19 43 : 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 34 0 29 0 0 5 0
Hunters and trappers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Inspectors, agricultural products 8 0 8 0 . 0 0 0
Managers, farms, except horticultural 360 79 239 0 0 42 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0
Marine life cultivation workers 0 ~ O 0 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 28 12 1 16 0 0 0 0
!Supervisors, farm workers 120 78 37 0 0 5 0
Supervisors, forestry and log~in~ workers 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, related asricultural occupations 42 0 42 0 0 : 0 0
Timber cutting and logging occupations 64 31 23 10 0 0 0
Total 3791 1961 1617 36 23 154 0

Yuba Animal caretakers, except farm 51 32 19 0 0 0 0 ~
Captains and other officers, fishing vessels 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farm workers 650 420 217 8 5 0 0
Farmers, except horticultural .231 20 193 0 0 18 0
Fishers 2 0 2 0 " 0 0 0 ~m
Forestry workers, except lo~ng 24 10 14 0 0 0 0
Graders and sorters, a~ricultural products 80 44 36 0 0 0 0
Groundskeepers and [~ardeners, except farm 266 71 157 0 20 18 0
Horticultural specialty farmers 2 0 2 0 0 0 01 m
Hunters and trappers 6 0 6 0 0 0 0

IInspectors, agricultural products 0 0 0 0 ¯ 0 0 ~ 0
M~nagers, farms, except horticultural 180 70 110 0 0 0 0
Managers, horticultural specialty farms 21 0 21 0 0 0 0 am
Marine life cultivation workers 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0
Nursery workers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervisors, farm workers 92 24 54 1 0 4 10 0
Supervisors, forestr]z and 10~ing workers 0 0 0 0 i 0 0 0
Supervisors, related agricultural occupations 13 0 13 0 0 0 0 ¯
Timber cutting and logging occupations 78 0 78 0 0 0 0
Total 1696 691 922 8 29 46 0
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